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f - 

HONOURABLE AND RIGHT REVEREND 

THE LORD BISHOP OF SALISBURY. 
My Lord, 

T HE public are too well acquainted 
with your regard for ancient Learn- 
ing, and for the advancement of Sacred Cri- 
ticifm, not to anticipate any reafons which 
I might offer for publifhing under the pa- 
tronage of your Lordihip’s name an humble 
attempt to illuftrate a much difputed point 
in Sacred Antiquities. Waving therefore 
every thing, which a knowledge of your 
public character coud fuggeft, and the mod 
grateful fenfe of perfonal refped coud dic- 
tate, I fliall content myfelf with accounting 
to your Lordffup for the publication of the 
following Remarks. They were occafioned 
by a Pamphlet lately published, entitled, 
** Evidence that the "Relation of Jofephus con - 
“ ceming Herod’s having new built the Temple 
** at yerufalem is either falfe or mifinterpreted.” 
Whichever conclufion be admitted, Jofephus’s 

character 
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chara&er is at ftake. ‘If the latter, he be* 
comes charged with a confuted, negligent 
narrative ; rendered purpofely ambiguous, 
from ? 4uboneft intention of imposing m 
his readers. If the former, the imputed 
falfhood will tend to weaken the credi- 
bility of his Teftimony in general, which 
every Chriftiin,who inqmresiifcto the grounds 
of that belief, which he proteges, mwft con- 
sider as interwoven with the itadiume/ttal 
feafops pf bis faith. A full and ju£ exami- 
nation of the Historical Cbara&er of Jofe- 
phus, which demands the ampleft refources 
pf facred and profane philology, I . do not 
pretend to undertake : but- as - it teemed to 
require little either of fagacity or learning to 
remove the imputations above mentioned, l 
Was induced to purfue the whole , of the 
Inquiry as far as it is exhibited in the '** Evi- 
dence,” and through the following Renrfarks 
fubmit the refult to the judgment of your 
Lordihip and the public: 

' I have the honour to be. 

My Lord, 

Your Lordlhip’s dutiful and obliged 
Servant and Chaplain, 

T. Burgess. 

P^ford, Martb t 


Digitized by v^.ooQle 



380sC)^)80808080sO^)8080SC)3()sOe()a080308Q80s08()aC 


REMARKS 

o « 

JOSEPHUS’S ACCOUNT 

P F 

HEROD’S REBUILDING 
OF THE 

TEMPLE AT JERUSALEM, 

)BOaO0O0OeQeC3QOeQQOeOQOeOeOQO9OQOaOeOsOQOeOeOQC 


Digitized by Google 



Digitized by v^.ooQle 



( 3 ) 


REMARK S, &c. 

Xvnt rMif\o[tivu rxjhv rnffpofur. 

Plato. Aldb. II. 

T HE Temple of Jerufalem was fituated 
on a rocky eminence acceffible only on 
one fide. It confided of the *<tos * or Houfe of 
God properly fo called, containing the Sanc- 
tuary and Holy of Holies j and the irtf&oXu, 
i.e. the or**/, oikoi , and other buildings. The 
buildings which furrounded the v*oe were not 
only fubfervient to purpofes of religion, but 
formed a military poft of great ftrength, 
which was an object of jealoufy to all the 
enemies of Judea. When the Jews, who 
teturned from the Babylonifh Captivity were 
employed, by the permifiion of Cyrus, in 
rebuilding the Temple, the neighbouring 
nations foon grew jealous of their reeftablifii- 
ment. The Jews had made but little pro- 
grefs in the building of the Temple,-]* when 

• The word Tempi t is ofed in four different forties : (i.) it 
means the whole 'up*, i. e. the mm* and ra ret toot : (2,) 
the building which confided of the taoe and the porch, (3.) the 
Hm/c ef God containing the San&uary and Holy of Holies, ex- 
dafive of the Porch ; (4.) in its finked fonfe, the Sanctuary 
alone. 

t See note p. 25, 26. of thefe Remarks. 
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thefe nations reprefented them to the king of 
Perfia as a turbulent and feditious people, 
who if once . rcsflablifhcd, would withdraw 
from him their allegiance and tribute. The 
progrefs of the building was accordingly in- 
terdicted, though, it is laid, without the 
knowledge, of Cyrus. The Jews however of- 
ten- attempted to proceed with the building 2 
and were as often inhibited. But the re*- 
firaiat, which was clandeftinely impofed du- 
ring the life of Cyrus by the Governors of 
the Perfian Provinces, was confirmed by the 
fimdion of his fucceflor. Cambyfes revoked 
the decree of Cyrus ; and the Jews were 
compelled to deficit from the further profc- 
cution of their undertaking. 

1 a this imperfeCt date the Building con- 
tinued for near fourteen years ; when Ze- 
rubbabel and Jafhua were incited by the 
Prophets Haggai and Zecbariah to renew the 
building of the Temple. Among other cir- 
cumftaaces of encouragement the prophecy 
of Haggai is generally fuppofed to contain a 
prediction, that the Temple, which he. was 
urging them to> build, fhould be more glo- 
rious than Solomon’s, becaufe it fhould be 
glorified by the prefence of the Messiah. 
The words of the Prophet are, Ch. ii. 6 — 9, 

This celebrated Prophecy has occafioned 
a variety of opinions ; and great diligence 

and 
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and Icarmog have been employed in explain- 
ing its object and application^ * 

" " 1. SftiflS apply it to the external fplendor 
and magnitude of the Temple ; as 'Mr. 
Peirce, Hovbigant, and Dr. Heber- 
dbn. 

2 . Others to. the perfonal appearance of 
the Mefliah in the Temple; as Eckius, 
VlLL AlPANDUS, SpANHEIMY &C. 

• A Prophecy which has produced filch a variety of opinions 
can never be faid to be fyfingularly plain arit is called by a late % 
Remarker on the Bishop of Exeter’s Sermon on the fubjeCfc 
of this Prophecy, Some of the difficulties attending the ufual 
application of the Prophecy have been pointed out by Dr. He- 
berdbn, and by Mr* Peirce in his notes on theEpiftle to the 
Hebrews, which by no means deferve the neglect with which they 
are treated in the Rtmarks before alluded to. “ Mr. Peirce (it is 
tf faid, p.23.) was certainly a very ingenious and a very Ihrewd 
4t and fubtle writer ; a diflenter, and a very llrenuous advocate 
€€ for the ArianHerefy. What objections he raifes againft the 
“ common interpretation it is not material here to enquire. His 
“ caufe required him to make objections to it, and molt pro- 
“ bably his objections are no better than his caufe. Let them 
r * therefore reft quietly in his book, where he hath placed 
€t them.” This is certainly not written with that cautious de- 
liberation and prudence, which the Remarker at the beginning 
of his Remarks fo juftly thinks neceflary to the interpretation 
of Scripture Prophecy. A writer, who is anxious only for the 
difeovery of Truth, fo far from rejecting any Evidence, from 
whatever quarter it may come, which can contribute to the com- 
plete inveftigation of his SubjeCt, will rather be folicitous to 
canvals with a temperate, though fevere impartiality the opi- 
nions of men the moft hoftile to his caufe. 

3. Other* 
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3. Others bbth to the external appearance 
of the Temple and to the prefence of the 
Melfiah; as Chrysostom, Jerom, Ribe- 
ra, and Gatakbr. 

4. Others apply it neither to the external 
magnitude or fpiendor of the Temple, nor 
to the perfonal appearance of the Mcffiah : 
but allegorically to the Chriftian Church, 
as the prefent Bishop of Exeter. * 

5. Others apply it both literally and al- 
legorically, namely, to the perfonal appear- 
ance of Chrift, and to the Chriftian Church: 

* As the Bishop op Exits r differs from mod of the an* 
cient Fathers only in adopting the allegorical fenfe of the Pro- 
phecy fingly, whereas they (and among them Jerom, the Fa- 
ther of the Vulgate) underftand it both literally and allegori- 
cally ; he probably confidered that what is known only to a 
few, is new to the generality ; when he was apprehenfive that 
the principal objections to his allegorical fenfe of the Prophecy 
would arife from its novelty. The Author of the Remarks on his 
Sermon (who is a declared enemy to the allegorical, or, as he 
calls it, metaphorical, interpretation of the Prophecy) feems 
to have underftood the Bifhop too literally. 44 We may ven- 
44 tore to affirm,” fays the very learned and ingenious Prea- 
cher, 44 that the former and latter houfe in this celebrated pro- 

phecy of Haggai may, on good ground, be referred to the 
44 different Hates of religion under the law and the Gofpel.” 
To which the Remarker replies, p. 1 8, 44 that no fuch reference 
“ can be made without fetting reafon and all the known rules, 
“ whereby words are interpreted, at defiance ; and his Lord- 
41 fhip may reft ajfured that the Chriftian world as it never bath 
44 acknowledged any fuch interpretation, as is given to the 
“ Prophecy of Haggai iir the Sermon ; fo it never vriU” 

or 
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or (more comprehenfi vcly ) to the material 
building, as well as to the prefence of Chrift, 
and to the Chriftian Church : which was 
the mode of Interpretation followed by moll 
of the ancient Fathers. 

As it is not the purpofe of thefe Remarks 
to difcufs the application* of the Prophe- 
cy, but to examine how far the teftimony of 
Jofephus is affe&ed by the ufual applica- 
tion ; it will be fufHcient to mention, that, 
of thofe, who apply the Prophecy to the 
perfonal appfearance of the Meffiah, all agree 
that it was the fecond Temple which was to 
be glorified by his prefence ; but all do not 
agree in what is meant by the latter houfe 
or fecond Temple : feme extending it to the 
Temple, which Jofephus fays was rebuilt 
by Herod j and others thinking it literally 
and exclufively limited to the building eredted 
by Zerubbabel. The Advocates for the latter 
opinion confider Jofephus’s account as in- 
confiftent with the Prophecy, and therefore 
affirm either that the whole of Jofephus’s 

• It is, for the fame reafon, at prefent, taken for granted, 
that the common Interpretation of the Prophecy is juft : the 
Evidence which occafioned the following Remarks, proceeds on 
this fuppofition : though there are very refpe&able authorities 
for fuppofing that the 7 th and 9th verfes are not accurately 
tranilated. The latter verfe belongs to the prefent part of the 
Inquiry ; (fee fell, vi.) the former to the general application 
of the Prophecy. 

account 
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account of Herod’s rebuilding of the Terri pi# 
is mere fiction ; or that Herod only enlarged 
Zerubbabel’s Temple, and that Jo&phuft 
means no more. 

The fubjeCt is certainly important and 
interefting. On one hand the truth of a 
Prophecy is concerned, which has been ge- 
nerally confidered as a clear prediction of the 
Mefliah : on the other, the credibility of an 
hiftorian is at ftake, on whofe word and 
faith we are accuftomed to build fo much in 
proof of the prophetic and divine character 
of our Saviour. It is aflerted that either Hag- 
gai is a falfe prophet, or Jofephus a falfe hit- 
torian. This is not the place § to difpute the 
propriety of the alternative ; admitting it 
therefore for the fake of enquiry, the queftion 
before the reader is limply this. Whether the 
Prophecy of Haggai be not equally true of 
Herod’s Temple as of Zerubbabel’s. The Au- 
thor of a Pamphlet lately publilhed entitled 
“ Evidence that the Relation of Jofefbus con - 
cerning Herod’s having new built the temple 
at Jerufalem is either falfe or mifinterpreted t ” 
declares molt decidedly again ft the rebuild- 
ing of the Temple by Herod : and that Jo- 
fephus, if he means to alfert, that Herod 
entirely rebuilt the Temple, is guilty of 
wilful and direct fallhood. Whether the 
weight of Evidence produced be fufficieat to 
% See Se&ion V. 

juftify 
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juflify the conclufions, which the Author has 
drawn from it, it is the bufincfs of the fol- 
lowing Remarks freely and impartially to 
examine. 

The firfl part of the Pamphlet (p, i- — 38) 
proceeds on the fuppofition, that Jofephus 
afferts (as he is commonly underflood to af> 
fert) that Herod entirely took down the Tem- 
ple built by Zerubbabel, and rebuilt it on new 
foundations : and endeavours to difprove the 
relation partly by pofitive evidence againft 
what are confidered as improbabilities and 
inconfiftencies in the fail, and partly by col- 
lateral evidence, which is brought to invali- 
date the credibility of Jofephus’s teflimony 
in general. The Author afterwards (p. 38 — 
71.) abandons this fuppofition, and endea- 
vours to fhew, that Jofephus has been mif- 
interpreted, and does not mean to fay that 
Herod took down Zerubbabel’s Temple, and 
rebuilt it ; but merely that he repaired it, 
by adding to the length and height of it, in 
order that it might be equal to Solomon’s. 
He then proceeds to fhew (p. 71 &c.), that 
if Zerubbabel’s Temple was entirely taken 
down, and rebuilt by Herod, the Prophecy 
of Haggai was never verified. * 

* The principal arguments of the Evidence appeared in the 
conclnfioo of the Remarks on the Sermon of the Bishof of 
Exitir : and perhaps from the resemblance of arguments, 
language, and manner, the reader will be difpofed to think 
that both pieces come from the fame hand, 
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As in tbe courfe of the following Remarks 
I (hall take the liberty to deviate from the 
order of the Evidence, it may be proper to 
explain a circumftance, which might other-r 
wife appear incompatible with an impartial 
review of the enquiry. The refolt of the 
Evidence ihould prove either that the rela- 
tion of Jofephus is falfe, or that it has been 
mifinterpreted. If the Hiftoriaa has been 
guilty of fal£hood, he has not been mifinter- 
preted : if he has been mifintarpretjed, and 
does not mean to fay that Herod entirely re- 
built the temple, then, at leaft in this in- 
ftance, he has not been guilty of falihood. 
As the Author of the Evidence decides ulti- 
mately with the latter conclufion, to what 
purpofe does he employ fo large a (hare of 
his Pamphlet in impeaching the credibility of 
Jofephus’s teftimony in order to prove a point, 
which it was not his intention to maintain ? 
The heavy imputations of •wilful apd direCt 
faljhood, of falfifying records, of inconfijlency, 
contradiction , palpable novfenfe , and abfurdity , 
are clearly foreign to the purpofe of the Evi- 
dence. The arguments therefore, which are 
brought to fupport thefe imputations, will 
not be confidered under that part, which 
they occupy in the Evidence. But as the 
credibility of Jofephus’s teftimony is invol- 
ved in the general queftion, which rcfpe&s 

the 
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the application of the prophecy oif Haggai ? 
theargunwntv which, are brought to inva~ 
luxate the teMnony, will be confidcred after 
ve hated' ftete what that teftimony really is. 
Having prianwjfed this, 1 have only to inform 
the reader, that in the firjt o£ the two fed- 
towing SelMnns, it is intendbd to examine 
whether the tun* ftnfe in/ which the Author 
of the Evidence nttderftands the relation of 
Jofephus ,. be confiftcat with probability, 1 
or the adthoBtty of Scripture : and in tho 
fecoxd, whether it be confiftent with the 
ofual acceptation of the words in which the 
account iis delivered. When thofe points 
are determined, it will be time to inquire, 
i. whether the rebuilding of the Temple by 
Herod be in itfelf improbable or i neon fit! cjnt 
with other accounts in Jbfeph us ; 2. whe- 
ther Jbiephus was likely to have falfified the 
account j 3. whether it be inconfiftent with 
the ufuah application of the prophecy of 
Haggai. 

SECTION I. 

t 

T HE author of the Evidence having ppo- 
pofed his obje&ions to the common 
Interpretation of the words of Jofephux, 
which arife (he fay6) from the inexplicable dif- 
ficulty and palpable nonfenfe of it, gives if as his 
opinion (p.43—45. 58 — 61), that as both 
Temples, were built on the fame area, and as 
B 2 Zerub- 
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Zerubbabel’s Temple was (hotter than Solo- 
mon’s by 40 Cubits, the $np*Xui, 

which Herod removed, mull have been 40 
Cubits of the old foundations of Solomon’s 
Temple, which he thinks it probable were 
not removed at the building of Zerub babel’s 
Temple, becdufe it is not recorded that they 
were,, but 'were left, he fuppofes, in order 
to be plain and indilputable evidence of the 
extent of Solomon’s Temple, and for the fu- 
ture completion of the Prophecy of Haggai. 

: If we attend feparately to the parts, which 
compofe this Hypothecs, it cannot butdrike 
the reader, who has looked ever fo flightly 
into the Scripture accounts of the two Tem- 
ples of Solomon and Zerubbabel, that the 
Hypothecs proceeds on an alTumed fad, and 
reds ultimately on a conjecture. It proceeds 
on a fuppofition that Solomon’s Temple was 
forty cubits longer than ZCrubbabel’s, and 
reds on a conjecture that there were forty 
cubits of foundations unbuilt on by Zerub- 
babel, which were not removed till the time 
of * Herod. Now if there were no fuch old 

* u It is true,” fays the Author, ** all this is only conjec- 
“ ture; but then it hath nothing improbable in it; on the con- 
“ trary it hath much of probability ; and in matters of this 
4 ‘ nature, where we have not the Evidence of faCts to guide us, 
“ we mull of neceffity be guided by the evidence of probabi* 

«« lity ; and in proportion as the degrees of probability are in- 
“ creafeci, is evidence lengthened.” As I canrot perfuade 
jnyfelf that there is fo much probability in the conjecture as the 
Author himfelf believes, I think 1 (hall not do it injuftice by 
applying to it his own obfervation on a conjecture of Dr. Ht- 
ubrdek: “ Thus this learned DoCtor, — But what is this? 

44 M 
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foundations, the Hypothecs is ruined: and 
whence is it collected that there were ? be- 
caufe it is not recorded that there were not. 
An Hypothecs, which was to fet afide an 
opinion efpoufed by men of the greateft 
learning, feems but ill-defended by an argu- 
ment merely negative; which at once, I think, 
becomes ineffectual by the contrary fuppofi- 
tion, that there were no fuch old foundations, 
becaufe it is not recorded that there were. 
For though it is improbable, that any of the 
ruinous foundations of Solomon’s Temple 
(houldhave been left after Zerubbabel’s Tem- 
ple was built, and have been fuffered to con- 
tinue for the fpace of 500 years ; or, (if 
fuffered to continue from religious motives) 
that fo remarkable a circumftance fhould not 
have been recorded ; yet it is a fufficient ar- 
gument to the contrary to infer that, as it is 
not recorded that they were fuffered to con- 
tinue, therefore they did not continue, con- 
fequently coud not have been the foundati- 
ons, which Herod removed. As the mere 
nature of the argument a Jilentio makes 
equally for two contrary fuppofftions, the 
decilion, it feems, muff depend, in all cafes, 
on the weight of circumffances connected 


•• At be# it is only a conjefture of his own : and though h$ 
" calls it probable, it neverthelefs is very far from being fo. 0 
Evidence, p. 3. 4. 

with 
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With the omiflion. To apply this criterion 
to the prefent inftance : if the foundations 
had been removed, as it was unnecefiary to 
mention their removal, no argument againft 
their removal coud be drawn from the omif- 
fion. But the omifiion of a circumftance 
with which fo many interefting confidera- 
tions muft have been connected, as the pre- 
fervation of thefe foundations, for the fake of 
the full completion of God’s promife, carries 
with it a ftrong prefumption, that no fuch 
circumftance ever exifted. 

But, I think, it is not merely improbable 
that there Jhould have been any fuch old 
foundations remaining in Herod’s time; it 
will appear, if I miftake not, from a com- 
parative ftatement of the dimeniions of the 
two temples of Solomon and Zerubbabel, 
that no fuch foundations coud have continued. 
To the exiftence of thefe foundations, it 
was neceflary that Solomon’s Temple fhould 
have been ioo Cubits long, and therefore 
exceeded the length of Zerubbabel’s by 40 
Cubits. This difference, which, though ef- 
iential to the truth of the new Hypothe- 
cs, is aifumed in the Evidence (p. 43. 63.) 
unfupported by any authority ; is not only 
unauthorized, but contradicted by Scripture, 
and by the moft learned Commentators on 
the Old Teftament. 

The 
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The dimenfions of Solomon’s Temple 
(that is, of the ftri&ly fo called) are de- 
icribed in the following verfes of the fixth 
Ch. of the i Book of Kings 2. “ And the 
boufe which King Solomon built for the 
LORD, the length thereof was tbreefcore 
cubits, and the breadth thereof twenty cu- 
bits, and the height thereof thirty cubits. 
15. And he built the walls of the houfe 
within* with boards of Cedar, both the 
floor of the houfe, and the walls of the 
deling : and he covered them on the infide 
with wood, and covered the floor of the 
houfe with planks of fir. 16. And he built 
twenty cubits on the fides of the houfe, 
both the floor and the walls with boards of 
cedar: he even built them for it-f- within, 
even for the Oracle, even for the mod Holy 
place. 17. And the Houfe, that is the. Tem- 
ple before it, was forty cubits long. 20. 
And the Oracle in the forepart was twenty 
cubits inlength,and twenty cubits in breadth, 
and twenty cubits in the height thereof.” In 
which account the dimenfions of the exterior 
damns and interior damns, that is of the fanc- 
tuary, and the holy of holies, given fepa- 

• The boufe within, i. e. the Oracle, or the mod Holy place, 
fee v. 16. Joseph us fpeaking of Solomon’s Temple, L. VIII. 
C. 3. S' Z. fays TO* vow IK ho, TON fut ENAO0EN OI- 

KON, i»Ko<r» Sc C. 

f for it within, i. e. for the houfe withia. 

rately 
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rately in v. 17. and 20. make up the fum of 
the dimenfions in length in v. 2. 

In the fecond Book of Chronicles the di- 
menfions are defcribed to be of the fame ex- 
tent. Ch. iii. v. 3. «« Now thefe are the 
things wherein Solomon was inftrudted for 
the building of the Houfe of God. The 
length by Cubits after the firft meafure was 
tbreefcore cubits, and the breadth twenty cu- 
bits. v. 8. And the moil holy Houfe, the 
length whereof was according to the breadth 
of the Houfe, twenty cubits, and the breadth 
thereof twenty cubits.” 

Nothing can be more determinate than the 
expreflion contained in 1 Kings vi. 2. and 
2 Chronicles iii. 3. that the length of the 
Houfe of God, or ww, (exclufive of the 
Porch, which properly fpeaking, was not a 
part of the Temple) was fixty cubits. Jo- 
sephus fays the fame, Antiq. L. VIII. c. 3. 
§. 2. to fitv xv 0\J/or *iv ESHKONTA vni^uv. TX1N 
A' ATTX1N yjtf to MHK.OE, tvpos 2’ etxctrr xctra, 
T8T8 Je cthXog vyrfyt^fjoivos, urog Toig fcir^otg’ as* eattf 
to Tretv tu vclw mtyfiiv viceroy xeq etxori. Rl- 
bera (de Fabrica Fempli , L. I. c. 5.) in his 
comment on the Chapter of Kings above 
quoted, fays, Ab interior i cedijicio orditur , 
quod proprie vocatur Domus ; nam qua circum 
illud eranty potius atria vocabantur ; tamen 
tota interior domus et exterior fabrica t Jape 
domus 
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domtu dicantur et templum. Longitude ejus efi 
fexaginta vulgarium cubitorum, latitude i viginti. 

As it appears from what has been laid, 
that Solomon’s Temple, i.e. the ww, was in 
length only fixty cubits ; and is, I believe, 
agreed on all hands that Zerubbabel’s Temple 
was alfo fixty cubits in length ; it is hardly 
neceflary to quote any authority for the conr 
elution, which follows, that the two were 
of the fame length : yet for greater fatisfa&ioo, 
I add the opinion of Ribera, Lightfoot, 
and Prideaux. Ribera * fays with Ly- 
ras! us, Cyrus fabricam fieri voluijfe ad ex- 
emplar prioris, nifi quod altitudinem t ant am ejfe 
noluit , &c. Lightfoot (p. 1064.) fays of 
Ezra vi. 3. 4. which contains the decree of 
Cyrus, refpedting the dimentions of Zerub- 
babel’s Temple : “ We may obferve that 
** the length is not mentioned, becaufe that 
“ was to be of the former meafure.” Pri- 
deaux fays (Anno A. C. 534.) “ that the 
“ fecond Temple was of the fame dimenfions 
«* with the firft, it being built on the very 
<* fame foundations, and therefore it was ex- 
“ adllyof the fame length and breadth.” This 
ftatement of Prideaux is confidered by the 
author of the Evidence as a palpable mijlake t 
p. 63, 64. becaufe, he fays, “ although the 


• De Fairica Ttmfli , p. 94. 
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firft Temple in breadth was fixty Cubits, -f- 
*• in it’s length it was an hundred But I hope 
that after what has been advanced above, it is 
unneceflary to add any thing further in fupport 
of a ftatement which refts on the authority 
of Scripture, and is confirmed by very learned 
teftimony, as far, at leaft, as refpeds ' the 
length of the two Temples. 

Of the equality therefore of the two Tem- 
ples of Solomon and Zerubbabel in length 
there does not feem to be any room to doubt, 
and confequently, as Zerubbabel’s was built 
on the fame area as Solomon’s, there could 
have been no part of Solomon’s foundations 
unbuilt on by Zerubbabel, or removed by 
Herod. * 

+ The Author of the Evidence feems to be miflaken not 
only in confidering Solomon’s Temple as forty cubits longer 
than Zerubbabel’s, but alfo in fuppofing that Solomon’s Tem- 
ple was Jixty Cubits in breadth. Sixty Cubits was the breadth 
of Zerubbabel’s Temple; but, as Lightfoot fays, this was 
double the breadth of Solomon’s building, the fide chambers 
and all taken in. Of the Temple p. 1064. It appears from 
the books of Kings and Chronicles , that the breadth ftri&ly 
fpeaking, i . e. the interior fpace, of Solomon’s Temple, was 
only 20 Cubits. 

• If I might prefume upon the validity of the above Qbfer- 
vations, I think that we may account for fome miftakes with re- 
4 pe& to the dimenfions of the two Temples, by fuppofing them 
to have arifen from comparing eftimates which are not correla- 
tive. One eflimate after ts, that Solomon’s Temple was fixty 
cubits long, which refpe&s the interior fpace only. Another 
that the Temple was feventy Cubits long, which includes the 
Porch which was ten cubits long. A third, fays that the Tem- 
ple was 100 cubits long, which includes the toot, the porch, 
the chambers and the whole fpace from out to out. Therefore 

it 
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An additional proof thatZerubbabel's Tern* 
pie was not unequal in length to Solomon’s 
may be collected from Herod’s filence on this, 
point, when he was endeavouring to convince 
the Jews of the necefiity of rebuilding the 
Temple. It was his buhnefs to urge every 
circumftance of inferiority in Zerubbabel’s 
Temple, which was likely to recommend his 
intentions. But as Herod takes notice only of 
its being inferior in height to Solomon’s, 
and fays nothing of its inferiority in length , 
we may reafonably conclude that it was not 
inferior in length. The author of the Evi- 
dence indeed aflerta (p. 1 1 .) that Herod in the 
fpeech juft mentioned, which Josephus has 
given us in the Antiq. L. XV. c. 11. pro- 
pofes to lengthen is, and tells the Jews 
that, bejides that it was not fo large as Solo- 
mon’s, it wanted fixty cubits of being as 
high. But it is neceffary to remind the reader, 
who has not compared the Evidence with 
Josephus, that the words printed in Italics, 
which are ejfential to the new Hypothecs, 
have no foundation in the original. The 
words of Josephus are, Tev yap toot rovret 
yntoiopup* r put ru puyirra 9ta Mnpts npurtpot purra, 


it nuy be &id in different places and with different views, that 
Solomon’s Temple was 100 cubits in Length, and Zerubbabel’s 
60, and that Zerubbabel’s was 100 and Solomon’s 60, with- 
out fuppofing any difference in their relative dimenfions. 

C 2 
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np ' <m B d&ixdvaf MUKrruTtv. E p$u b aura or foe to 
poydoe tn TTGZ ib/itei ta minus' which the Latin 
„has (tendered very juftly, Fuit quidem Tem- 
fltim hoc fitmmo Deo a patribus vefris adifica- 
Pttrh, cum a Baby lone revertijfent. Verum eis 
ad altitudmem defunt cubiti fexaginta. Here 
16 no proposal to lengthen,^ nor any thing 
which refembles befides that it was not Jo 
large f nor any allufion to any other inferio- 
rity of dimenfions but that of height. The 
following paflage in the Evidence p. 50. is 
Equally calculated to leave a wrong imprefiion 
on the reader. ** Josephus before” ( that 
is, at the beginning of the Chapter about 
the xcLTATxtony for I mufl not yet fay rebuild - 
ing, of the 'Temple ) “ told us that Herod 
41 had enlarged the dimenfions of the Tern- 
** pie by adding forty cubits to its length 5 

that he had been at the expence of railing 

f It fhould be obferved, that Herod, in fad, makes no di- 
red propofol either to lengthen or to heighten the Building : he 
Only fays, that it was his intention to execute fome great work, 
Which {hould be a fignal monument of piety to God, and (hould 
he more (plendid than any thing, which he had undertaken 
'during his reign : That the Temple, which was built by the 
J jews, who returned from Babylon, was not fo high as Solo- 
mon’s by iixty cubits : but that his wealth would enable him 
to dedicate to God a perfect monument of national piety, which 
their anceftors were prevented from doing by their fubje&ion to 
the Perfians and Macedonians. But befide the inferiority in 
height, there were other realbns exifHng in the time of Herod, 
which after their alarm was a little fnbiided, might have con- 
tributed to reconcile the Jews to the demolition of the Temple*: 
of which more will be faid in the third Se&on. 

" it 
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“ it to a becoming height; a work which 
** it Teems was cntrufted to the priefts, icc.” 
If Josephus had expreiTed, what is here im- 
puted to him, that Herod had added forty 
cubits to the length of the Temple, his lan- 
guage would have been too explicit to have 
admitted a doubt , and there would probably 
never have been any controverfy about his 
meaning with refpedfc to Herod's xautrttui 
and tuHLXTins. But I apprehend that no part of 
Josephus’s relation will warrant the contrac- 
tion. He fays in the beginning of the Chapter 
that it was Herod’s intention rev not m Qtov & 
eumo mtTeurxiuourcu,* fiuCpi rs rot vntif&oAct kcu tr^oe 
rpoc et^/tnrftTrvrrxTpv vyupuv. Where 
does not exprefs any comparative dimenfions, 
that the tout £hould be larger or hualicr than 
it was before, but limply, as will appear in the 
next Se&ion, ad f care. The enlargement here 
mentioned belongs merely to the. *tpi&o\of t 
which was to be larger and higher. I know 
not any other way to account for the author’s 
thinking that Josephus had faid any thing 
about enlarging the teuc, unlefc by fappoling 
that here (p. 50.) heconme&ed together in his 
mind two words of the preceding paflage of Jo* 
sepbu8, which belong to two different ob- 
jects, that is KararxeiKtirarOcu and as he has 

• So it fhould be read md apt as will tie 

fcewn below. 

printed 
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printed them p. 25. of the Evidence, where 
he fays that “ Herod formed the defign 
“ xararxtvctrarQeu p*u£w rot 7rtpi@oh.ot, of enlarg- 
«* ing the Temple of God, and of , railing it 
“ to a greater and more becoming height.” 
Whereas Josephus fays only that it was He- 
rod's intention rot not xetTcurxtveureu adtficare, 
(which does not exprefs any . enlargement of 
the ww) but to build the 7np1@0h.0f (or build- 
ings, which furrounded the veuf) of a greater 
compafs and height, tyvpur rot onpifi 0 - 

het. 

But it is faid (p. 63. 64.) «* When the an- 
“ cients faw the foundations laid, they wept 
“ with a loud voice. If the foundations were 
“ laid exadly in the fame extent, as the foun- 
** dations of the former Temple, what pof- 
** fible inducement could they have for this ?” 
— Though the politive teftimony of Scrip- 
ture, that Zerubbabel’s Temple was equal 
in extent to Solomon’s, might make it unne- 
ceflary to anfwer any indired evidence to the 
contrary, yet as it is an argument, on which 
the Author of the Evidence feems to have 
laid great ft refs, it may not be amifs to offer 
the following reafons for the grief of the an- 
cients on this occafion. The inferiority of the 

t In what refpedfc the built by Herod differed in its ex- 
ternal dimenfions from thofe of Zerubbabers Temple will bo 
feen in the third Section. 

materials 
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materials, and the prefent poverty of the 
Jews (which perhaps feemed to preclude all 
hopes of being able to give the Temple, 
that was rebuilding, the fplendor and mag- 
nificence of Solomon’s) might have been one 
reafon for their forrow. But independently 
of any fuch appearance of inferiority, the 
ceremony of the new Foundation muft have 
brought to the minds of men circumftanccd 
as the ancients of Ifrael were, fuch an aflo- 
ciation of melancholy reflcdions as was ca- 
pable of extorting from them the moil lively 
exprefiion of their grief. Many of the Priejis 
and Levites and chief of the fathers , who were 
ancient men , that bad feen the firjl houfe ; when 
the foundation of this houfe was laid before their 
eyes weft with a loud voice. Ezra iii. 12. 

Occupied as their minds muft have been 
by the remembrance of the former Temple 
and its glories ;* its profanation and deftruc- 
tion, with the calamities, which attended 
and followed ; can it be any wonder that the 
thoughts of the prelent degraded and fervile 
ftate of their Nation ihould have made them 
break out into that involuntary effufion of 

• We cannot have a better authority for the effett of fuch 
allocutions on the mind than the teftimony of Euripides : 

Op. • 'tkrifjujt, vpof y eurojtecif rua. 

If. Ttfaxi ; 01/ftfofa ; raXfluv ryw. 

<*• Ti y rewTo ; fun wgorme <ro» ; 

If. Tw OABON mvroo TON IIAP0I9' OMtcrriw. 

Iph. T. v. 548. 

grief. 
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grief, which the (acred hiftorisn has ib afFe&- 
ingly introduced ? * •* Was it neceffary to fuch an 
effcdt that there (hould have been any inferiori- 
ty in the dimenfions of the New Temple? God 
had indeed promifed that the glory of the 
latter houfe Ihould be greater than that of 
the former j but the weakness of human na- 
ture, and the delpondency of old age, might 
eafily have fmathered for a moment the con* 
fidencc, which was doe to the promises of 
their God. However it feems to be purely 
a queftion of tafte, which every reader will 
heft determine by confulting his own feelings. 

The following paffage in the Prophecy of 
Haggai has been often produced as a proof of 
the inferiority of Zerubbabel’s Temple : Who 
is left among you, that fav> this houfe in her 


* The above reafons may be confirmed by Light- 
foot’s opinion nearly to the fame effe&, which I fhall trans- 
cribe becaufe the coincidence may ferve to eftabliih the proba- 
bility of the reafons. 99 The people that returned were 4^ 
91 years in building their Temple, before they could complete 
49 it, and bring it to perfeftion, and yet when all was done it 
“ proved fo far inferior in beauty and ftatelinefs, to that of So- 
* f lemon’s, as that to thpfe who had feen both, it was as no- 
ft thing : the dimenfions made not the difference, for it was t* urn 
99 ways as large again as bis , (even as his was every way as 
99 large again as Mofes’ Tabernacle) but this wanted that famp- 
99 tuoufnefs and bravery of building that his had. And it wanted 
“ thofe five things which were the glory and excellency of the 

•* former, namely, the Ark , Urim and Thummim , Fire from 
49 Heaven, the cloud of Glory upon the mercy feat, and the Spirit 
99 of Prophecy : the weeping therefore of thofe perfons that had 
49 feen the former houfe, at the laying of the foundation of 
€€ this, was not as If they faw any leflening of the Houfe in com- 
49 parifon of the former, in compafs and meafure, (for the 

“ founda- 
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firfl glory ? and how do ye fee it now ; is it not 
in your eyes , in comparifon of it t as' nothing ? 
Ch. ii. 3. This paffage has been admitted by 
all who have quoted it* as a manifeft proof 
of the inferiority of Zerubbabel’s Temple, at 
leaft in fumptuoufnefs and magnificence, if 
not in dxmenfion. But how it coud have been 
admitted as a proof of either, l am at a lofs 
to conceive. The words relate to that im- 
perfect ^condition in which the Jews had been 
obliged to leave the buildi ng th rough the op - 
pofition of their enemies, and in wpich it had 
continued for near fourteen years. 1 * In the firfl: 


“ foundations proniifed a larger) but it was upon remerabring t 
u the former, both ini its magnificence and in thefe five exceE 
*• teaties, and to think of the burning of that', and it was alio 
“ in comparing their prefent fervile and poor condition, with 
the liberty, (late, aud gallantry of the Nation when the 
“ other flood ” Of the Temple , p. 1065 . B.C. 

* The foundations of ZerubbabePs, Temple were laid 535 
The building hindered during the life of Cyrus from 534 
The building interdi&ed by decree - ■■ ■ 519 

The building renewed under the directions of Haggai 1 
and Zerubbabel in the fecond year of the reign of > 520 
Darius, in the 24 th Day of the fixth Month, 3 

Y.M.D. 


The Prophet firft addrefled the Jews in Darius’s reign 261 
In confequence of which the building was renewed 2 6 24 
The Jews not proceeding with the vigour which") 
the occafion required, the Prophet addrefled f ^ 
them the fecond time foon afterwards : at which f ' 
time he made ufe of the words, Ch. ii. 3. J 
The whole building was finilhed 5 16 B. C. i. e. 6 

The words therefore of the Prophet were fpoken of the 
Temple about one month after the Jews had begun to proceed 
in the rebuilding, and four yean before it was finiftied. It is 
probable that during the one year of Cyrus’s favour, the rao; 
was entirely rebuilt. Jofcphus fays Herod rebuilt the 
(which was 60 Cubits higher than Zerubbabel’s at leaft in the 
Rorch,) in a year and a half. But the taos bore a fmall pro- 

D portion 
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Ch. of Haggai, the Prophet fays. Is it time 
for you, O ye, to dwell in your deled boufes, and 
this houfe lie wajle ? In this ftate was the 
building, when the Prophet Haggai was 
urging the Jews to renew the building. And 
to fuch a ftate, compared with the former 
glory of the temple, the words of the Pro- 
phet, Is it not in your eyes, in comparifon of it, 
as nothing, would have ftridtly applied, even 
if th tdimenfons of Zerubbabel’s Temple had 
been every way double to thofe of Solomon’s. 
But from fuch a ruinous and defolate condi- 
dition of the Temple can never, I think, be 
inferred the inferiority of the Temple, in 
any refpedt, when completely built. 

Upon the whole there does not feem to 
be any room to doubt that Solomon’s Tem- 
ple, (that is, the vetos ftridtly fo called) was 
only fixty cubits in length ; and therefore that 
Zerubbabel’s was equal in * extent to Solo- 

portion to the whole The buildings, which furrouaded 
the were not only fubfervient to purpofes of Religion, but 
(as was before obferved) formed a poll of great military ftrength, 
which made the Temple at Jerulalem an objeft of jealoufy to all 
the enemies of J udea. Thefe were the buildings, which I ap- 
prehend the Jews were lo often impeded from compleating. 
Admitting therefore the too $ to have been built ; while the reft 
of the Temple continued to lie wafte, the Prophet might well 
fay it was as nothing in comparifon with the former Temple, 
without implying any comparifon between the dimenftons *>f 
the two m»o». 

# It is fufficient for thefe Remarks to Ihew, that the Temple 
of Zerubbabel was at lead equal in length to Solomon’s, though 
in other refpe&s it is faid to have been much larger, except in the 
height of the Porch. “ The breadth, fays Light foot, (p. 
1064.) “ doubled the breadth of Solomon’s building, the iide 

“ chambers 
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mon’s, and of courfe required no additional 
building to make its length equal: confe- 
quently (as Zerubbabel’s Temple was built 
on the fame area as Solomon’s) that the foun- 
dations, which were removed by Herod, coud 
not -f* have been any of the old founda*- 
tions of Solomon’s Temple, as the words of 
Josephus are underflood by the Author of 
the Evidence. And though from this con- 
clufion an inference neceifarily follows, that 
the foundations removed by Herod, as they 
were not of Solomon’s Temple, coud have 
been no other than the foundations of Zerubt 
babel’s, and therefore that Herod’s Temple was 
entirely new and different from Zerubbabel’s, 
as Josephus has been ufually underflood; 
yet that nothing may be wanting to fatisfy 
the objections which have been brought by 
the Author of the Evidence againft the ufual 
Interpretation of Josephus, they fhall be 
confidered in the following Section. 


** chambers and all taken in. The height was double to the height 
" of Solomon’s, as it is exprefled in the book of Kings, and 
“ as indeed the height of the Temple was, though the Porch 
“ were higher.” And Bp. Newcomb (in his excellent com- 
mentary on the Twelve Minor Prophets, p. 169.) accedes to 
the opinion,, that Solomon’s Temple was inferior to Zerubba- 
bel’s in point of magnitude. 

f The Hypothecs of the Evidence depends on the fuppofed 
inferiority of Zerubbabel’s Temple to Solomon’s in length, 
“ It is true,” fays the Author, (p. 62.)“ that which would de- 
“ ftroy the whole of what is here fuggefted, is the observation 
“ of the learned Dr. P a J d e a u x , — that the fectmd Temple was 
i* of the fame dmtnfient as the frft." See before, p. 17, 18. of 
thefe Remarks. 

Da SEC- 
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SECTION II. 

H E chief argument, (we are told p. 

38.) in proof of Herod’s having en- 
tirely new built the Temple is drawn from 
theie words : * Anhuv A rug <Lfwuws Btfiitsaug, 
xetf xcLTaGxMptYOf trtpovg, tar egvrwv toy vooy tyU(X, 
(MIX" fiiY ixaTOY evra ipix/uv &C. *f Nothing* it 
“ is thought can be more plain* more intelli- 
“ gible, apd more pofitive, than thefe words. 
** Jf Herod took away all the Qld foundar 
** tions, and built a Temple upon new pnps, 
•* what more deqifiye determination cap there 
“ be of his having new built the TempJe ? 
“ It muft be acknowledged, if the WQrds 
** are to be interpreted as they generally arc 
< ( interpreted, nothing can be more decifive, 
*« But let us enquire, whether the words are 
*« truly interpreted or not.” 

As the queftion here does not regard th,e 
probability or improbability of the fa£t, but 
merely the meaning of Jofephus’s words in 
his relation of it, nothing can be more juft 
than the appeal which is made to the words 
of the Hiftorian. And if language has any 

* See Exctrptum tx Je/tpbe, fubjoined to thefe Remarks, p. 8, 

certain 
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certain laws and analogies, fuch an appeal, 
it {horrid feem, muft admit of a clear deci- 
sion. It would be fortunate for the caufe of 
frutb, efpecialjy in all religious inquiries, if 
jhe grammatical force of words were oftener 
made the criterion of difpute. * The Author 
pf the Evidence feems to have been aware of 
the propriety of fuch a tell, as appears not 
only from the paflage juft quoted, but from 
the arguments which he grounds on the 
force of words in fevcral paflages of the 
Evidence. And yet immediately after the 
above paflage he moft unexpectedly deferts 
this only legitimate teft in determining the 
Hiftorian’s meaning, and, as a proof that 
Jofephus coud not mean, what he is ufually 
underftood to mean, alleges the inconflftency 
between the obvious fenfe of the paflage, and 
Herod’s propofal to the Jews, “ which, fays 
the Evidence, ** was to raife and lengthen 
'* the Temple, as if Herod did not know 
** that a houfe might be lengthened without 
“ pulling it down.” The real meaning of 
Jofephus in this paflage, and the reft of the 
account, muft be afeertained by the ufual 

* U tin am eflem bonus Grammaticus ! fufficit enim ei qui 
aodores omnes probe vult intelligere, efle bonum Grammati- 
cunie Porro quicutique dodos viros, Graipmaticos vocant, 
iont ipfi indodiffimi ; idque Temper obfervabis. Non aliunde 
diffidia in religione dependent, quam ab ignoratione Gramma* 
tic*. Scaligerana , p. 86. ed. Tan, Fabri . 

acceptation 
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acceptation of the words, in which the ac- 
count is delivered. Whether Jofephus is 
confident in the different parts of his rela- 
tion, and whether he ought to have given a 
more circumftantial detail of the demolition 
and rebuilding, *f* are quefiions nec loci hu- 
jus nec temporis. It appears however from 
what has been already faid (p. 20, &c.) that 
Herod in his propofal to the Jews fays no- 
thing of lengthening the Temple : which is 
a fufficient anfwer to the imputed inconfift- 
ency. 

But to proceed with the words of the paf- 
fage. ** Herod,” fays the Hiftorian, “ hav- 
“ ing removed the old foundations, and laid 
** others, he built on them a Temple of one 
** hundred cubits in length” &c. As Herod 
in the paflage immediately preceding this 
declares his intention of taking down the 
Temple, nothing can, it feems, more defi- 
nitely exprefs, that Herod entirely took it 
down and rebuilt it. It is obje&ed however, 
** if the foundations removed were Zerubba- 
bel’s, why does the hiftorian fay */>%<*<«■ 

and not ra veta QtptXutsl" — If Jofephus had 
faid ctMuuv A rug S-tfiiAiXf there coud have been 
no room to doubt that 3 -«/*eA<ovr were the 
foundations of the Temple, which Herod had 

t P. 40. 

juft 
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juft before propofed to take down. In fo ob- 
vious an ellipfis it would never have been 
a Heed, why he did not fay mu thfufax ? ; her 
caufe B’tfiiXiovs coud not have been fuppofed' 
to mean foundations, which had never been 
mentioned. But “ why mud the foundations 
“ that then were, be called ctpxfuvf ? 

“ feems to imply that the foundations through 
the injuries of time were decayed and worn 
“ out; which coud not poffibly have been the 
w cafe here ; as by the fab rick’s having conti-’ 
“ nued upon them, they had been preferved 
“ from injury: fo that this likewise in the 
•* common mode of interpretation appears to 
“be an inexplicable difficulty in the Hifto- 
“ rian’s account.” The difficulty, I believe, is 
all on*the fide of the “ Evidence.” Apatovs is 
not applied to the foundations that then were , 
but the foundations, which bad been removed. 
They are called fo in confequence of their 
removal, and in oppofition to the or new 
foundations : not as if they had been decayed 
and worn out by the injuries of time ; for 
aqytios, I apprehend, is never ufed to fignify 
any other circomftance of time but priority 
in the order of events. In Xenophon’s Oe* 
ponomicus, (which even in the preient ftate 
of the Agricultural art deferves to be read for 
the honourable rank in which it places the 
JirJl of arts, and for the excellent precepts 

which 
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wfticb-kigitfes of rural and domeflic cfeco- 
itomy) Ifchomachus difcourfing with Socra- 
tes on the improvement of eflates, fays that 

* his father and himfelf had improved many' 

* eftates very- much beyond the value whlcfe 

** they bore before they came into their 1 
** hands:” Eu tty, a tf, an Tiff 

t tp%CU4(4 Ttftlfi' TtfiMVT TTtAAcWAcKrUt XfiifjtVf CtfyoVf 

ipHriffy frcofanfjAt. kyxjtuvf Tiftip does not mearr 
their ancient value, the value of very remote* 
times, (for, inch- a difference of value, Ifcho- 
machus would probably not have thought 
any proof :of their fkill) but the value which 
die eflates had in the hands of thofe who 
poflfeffed them immediately before the Ifcho- 
machi. So SiptAtot means merely the 

foundations which were, befbre the irepai had 
been laid. 

Another obje&idn againft the common in- 
terpretation confifts in an opinion that in the 
words tw *fy»pe, v<tor does not mean the 
Temple, nor any part of it, but fomethingi 
which had no relation to it ; which, it feems* 
might have been built on the new founda- 
tions without deftroying the Temple of Zc- 
rubbabel. " We all know, (it is faid p. 59.) 
“ that in the ufeof the Hiftorian the word. 
** voter is applied to apart,or even an appendage 
** of the Temple, as well as to the whole 
" Temple. Moreover it is remarkable that 

« he 
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he himffclf tells us that the word in its! 
** true and (Irid acceptation is applicable 
** only to the Sanftuary, of which he fays 
M iRwiftwr®, and that Herod was prohibited 
** from having any thing to do with that j 
“ therefore when he fays Herod rar nor iryetp 
“ he means fomething that was not the fanc- 
“ tuary ; confequently in the pafiage here re* 
“ ferred to rn r # w doth not fignify the whole 
“ Temple. But if 3-tfii^uue may not fignify 
“ the foundations of the whole, much left 
** may it fignify the foundations of a part of 
«* the Temple. -^-Therefore it hath no rela- 
•• tion at all to the foundations of the Tem- 
«• pie then Banding, ficc.” 

From this then we are to conclude, and, 
it is faid, on the authority of Jofephus him* 
felf, that the word reus, befidcs the meaning 
of the Temple, fignifies alfb a part of the 
Temple, and even an appendage 3 but that 
ftridly fpcaking it means only the fan&uaryt 
and yet that in the prefent pafiage it neither 
means the Temple nor the Sandtuary, nor any 
part of the Temple, but fome building which 
had no relation to the Temple. It ieems ah* 
mod unneceffary to examine an argument de* 
pending on an interpretation, which requires 
fach conceflions. Bcfide that the want of re* 
ferences to the paflages in Jofephus makes it 
difficult to judge how far he is anfwerablo 

£ for 
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fot what is imputed to him. However tar 
take the argument as it dands. It is faidthar 
Jofephus tells us that rw in its dri<3: fenfe is 
Applicable only to the Sanduary? and that 
Herod not being a Pried was prohibited from 
having any thing to do with the San&uary j 
therefore when Jofephus fays rynp* t w raor, he 
mud mean fomething which was not the 
fan&uaryl, The conclufion would be allowed, 
if the premifes were jud. But there is a falla- 
cy which lies in the latitude of the expredion 
that Herod was prohibited from having any 
thing to do with the Sanctuary. The words of 
Jofep hus are: * Tttrav as x&va. Tanr^ur ofau-i, tew 
'h^uwis txtxaXvro yap nx ur Itpivs. What- 

ever be the right reading and fenfe of the fird 
words of this p adage, the prohibition extends 
only to his entering the court of the Prieds, 
(in which the raos was) which it was unlaw- 
ful for any but Prieds to enter, in confe- 
rence of which the raos was built by the 
Prieds. But though he was thus prevented 
from attending perfonally to the building of 
the raos, as he did to the ary<SoA«, it did 
not prevent him from fupplying the Jews 
with the materials, and expenie of building 

it : which is all that is necedarv to the fenfe 

* 

of tyapav nr vaer. It is obvious that vyapi does 

# Excerptum , p. 20. Concerning this pillage fee more in the 
ftdvertifcment prefixed to the Exctrftum. 

not 
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not mean Juts manibus extruxit t but, in the 
ufual hiftorical fenfe, extruendurh curavit, to 
which his prefence was not neceflary. 

As to the limited fenfe of veto;, which, wi 
are told, Jofephus fays is applicable ' to th3 
fanSiuary only , I have not met with any’paf* 
iage in Jofephus, which contains an exprejs 
declaration of any fenfe of the word veus, much 
lefs a particular limitation of At to what is 
here fuppofed to be its true •an&Jlritf mean- 
ing. The paffage of Jofephus, Which the au- 
thor of the Evidence had in vieiw, was, pro- 
bably, the following, the con-chifion of which 
contains the words quoted in the Evidence : 
Exranqa h kcckuvov yvveiiti v etCctrev »jc to iepor utarev 
b' bbbrtpcy Terror, omt rots Ifptva-iv eun\9tiy t$ov tjv pto- 
ms' i retof tv Tovru. Adhuc interim erat Janblua - 
rium quo f centime non intrabant. Et porro in - 
terhis erat tertium quo noh nifi facerdotibus lice- 
bat mtrare. Hcec erat cedes. So runs the La- 
tin tranflation : but in the tranflation there 
are two errors, which the Author of the Evi-. 
dence feems to have inadvertently adopted j 
One of the Tranflator, and the other, I pre- 
fume, of the prefs. The firft confifts in 
tranflating Upev fan&uarium indead of atrium .* . 

, t 

9 in its largeft fenfe meant |h$ whole fpace con fee rated 
to the fervice of Cod. But when limited, as in Upt ir^tnor, &«/- 
TC£or, T^tror, it means the firft court &c. The tact containing the 
flpy* of roof (or ayia o-xr,p^ as it is called by St. Paul) and the oJWi 
tcp (or ayift aywp) was the bouft of God properly fo called: it 
was the moftfacred and therefore the principal pari of the 

E 2 whole 
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Thiserror, which has deicendad through Hud- 
son's edition into Havercamp’s, Should have 
been corroded from Ribera's excellent tfea* 
tife de p abr'tca c Templi t lib. I; <?, 33. or Lcm- 
pereur’s . learned and ufefol commentary on 
the Bqbylonijb Palmud, cap. ii« fpdt iU. p, 45, 
53, 'fhe other error is in the translation of 
p hms u twiw (m fa w) Hac end; adeh which 
tnakes equivalent to fanStuariim ; and 
fee ms to have been the foundation of the 
true and firtfi fenfe attributed to **<*. Rut af 
the meaning of i was m t»u> Ufa bee (atrio) 
erat ddts-, it is hot justice to the tranflutcrf 
to fuppofe, that bmc erat aiee is as error of 
the prefs for bk (in hoc atrio) erat eedes. 
Therefore we may dill believe till better au- 
thority is produced, that was in the language 
pf Jofephus means the building containing 
the Sanctuary and Holy of Holies, but not 
the Sanctuary exclusively ; and that Herod’s 
lyupuv Tovvcut was not incompatible with the 
prohibition, which made it unlawful for him 
to eater the court, in which it was Situated, 
But it feems, the principal terms in the 
description pf Herqd’s undertaking are ex- 

whple Stpb for which all the reft was built % apd as fuch is 
often fifed for the whole. Jofephus diftinguiftjes between upo s 
Md f«Mf, where he fays that the **<* was built in a year and a 
btlf, and the «*{• v>* **** or the reft of the Upor in eight years 
(Bxciiftum p. ao.) Concerning the diftin&ion between row* and 
which is of great confequence in every qoeftion relating to 
the Temple, its parts, and dimenfions, fee the advetdfement 
Prefixed to tjie Exttrptum tx Jo/efbo, 
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prefiive not of new building, bvit e£repdtrs, 
and additions only, and buildings relating to 
the Temple, fucb as KtilarMvaaaf, &r/ittxerfitpuraf, 
and ra vyi rov rater. It is obvious that Jofe-* 
phus’s meaning muft be determined by the 
force of fuch terms as K*ra,<rxtuct^ety, xare untuvtf, 
amUirme, and «y«p«r, which are applied by the 
Hiftorian to Herod’s building. And if the 
Author of the Evidence bad produced any 
inftances from Jofephus or other Greek Au- 
thors, in which thefe words had been ufed in 
the fenfe of repairs and additional building , it 
would have afforded fomc colour to the in- 
terpretation, which he has given of them. 
But no fuch inftances are adduced. •* But 
“ let us attend a little,” fays the Author (p. 
25.) ** to the account he gives us in his Anti- 
“ quities B. xv. c. 11.* In the 18th year of 
“ his reign Herod formed the defign x*\cur~ 
“ xtvaccuB-cq ftH^urcv zrtf&oXov, of enlarging the 
“ Temple of God, and of railing it to a 
“ greater and becoming height ; but finding 
“ that the people did not readily concur with 
“ him in approving his defign, he affembled 
u them together and addreffed them in % 
“ formal harangue. In words to this effed 
** the Hiftorian introduces the account he is 
“ going to give of Herod’s operations on the 
* * Temple, where ohferve that he neither 

* See the ixcerpfam, initio, * 

fay# 
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** fays nor intimates that Herod had formed 
** a defign of taking down the old Temple, 
“ and building a new one in its room ; for 
«* though interpreters have rendered xebiwr- 
M adificare, ut adficatum iret &c. the 

** word here hath no fuch fignification. 

To this reprefentation of Jofephus there 
are feveral objections. In the firft place the 
tacs is not noticed, which Jofephus diftin- 
guifliris from the -znf&oXos. Which diftinCtion 
is neceffary 'to the right fenfe of the p adage, 
and ufeful to the whole narrative. (2.) 
r<t&Hweur<t&aji is combined with which 

gives it the fenfe of enlarging ; whereas in the 
original it is connected with tov vtar fimply, 
without any term to change its fignification 
from the general one of building. (3.) The 
other objection is to the petitio principii con- 
tained in the gratuitous aflertion, that ml- 
TcunctvMrcK&ai “ here ha8 no fuch fignifica- 
“ tion as adificare ,” without producing a An- 
gle infiance of KeLTauntivetXetv or xcctclo-kiucl^- 
in the fenfe of repairing. In all the paflages 
which I have met with, where it is not con- 
nected with fome term exprefiive of enlarge- 
ment, it uniformly fignifies de novo facere t 
adificare , &c. Ifaiah Ch. xlv. v. 7. in the 
Septuagint Tranflation, tya> 0 xalcunctutirac 
xaf •aw«6f o-MTos. Jof. Ant. L. 111. c. 6. fays 
of the building of the tabernacle, txyap toucvJv 
u^isjiaTia-Kival^t t*iv mtimiv. L. X. C. viii. §. 5. he 

fays 


Digitized by v^.ooQle 



( 39 1 . 

fays of the dcftruftion of Solomon's Tem- 
ple ai'rptiS'ti h o ■ veto /**]<* TQtcufMTM mi xty 
JefuiKMTa. xaj fcfjvaf iP xaf Jut at yupts, <Kf>* q 
K*Tto-Kiva.&>i. In the eleventh Book where 
he gives an account of the rebuilding of the 
Temple by Zerubbabel, he fays Ch. II. §. i. 
WatfUtatXvy tvs <rd\(kiira.{ Key rvg i 7 nfttXofttyVg ift7ro- 
Ji{ttv tvs lovJcuvs tsrpog re rtjy rt/g ■areA tag ctvcurr etret 

XOf Tf)y TV rctv KCtTCt'TKil^V. C. 4. §. I . KCtTAtTKiO- 
etarttv &v(Tict<p)QiM. Ib. §. 3. etvjay nforettftkZJcw xdjetT- 
Kivaretf Tor vetoy. In which paflages xatTetTXtvaZetp 
et KctTctnuwi are obvioufly ufed for a,ya,x\i£etv and 
avAXTung. Thefe inftances will fufficiently ex- 
plain why (fee Evidence p.31.) in the follow- 
ing pafiage it was unneceflary to ufe etvetxjing 
inftead of xttTcta-fuwi. L. XVII. c. 6, Herod 
iremonftrating with the Jews for their ingrati- 
tude, as he thought it, in demolilhing the 
golden eagles, enumerates the fervices which 
he had done their nation, and amongft the 
reft mentions TOV yetv tijv xctTourKiw\v, as fiiyctXoig 
TtXvri Totgctvlv yivo'i ]o, which is ufually tranflated 
utque templum magnis fuis fumptibus extruxijfet ; 
but which in the Evidence is tranflated ** how # 
“ largely he hath contributed towards the 
** repairs of the Temple : ” conformably 
enough to the Hypothefis of the Evidence, 
but how accurately the preceding remarks, I 
think, will Ihew.* 

* In the above inftances the reader will obferve the midjlfc 
form hat eurxivura&tu is never ufed : and that where the paftive 
- * - - - form 
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The following paflage * is confidered «s a 
decifive proof not only, that Herod did not 
entirely new build the Temple, but that the 
Hiftorian no where fays he did, but the con* 
trary. Evidence p. 42, 43. IT tpttAafdSeut A xcq 
r*Mf ftiyirraie rtf vctov etTetflet, zrfce up ttvaAoyutt 
tirm$umv, xcq roue ieoxeuae rm vptr ’ AAoptwc 
Uf tux ctAAaj rie i&xet r» veto v txtxtKorfitptuetf. I 
fhall fave the reader the trouble of turning to 
the Evidence, by producing the Author’s re- 
flection at large. The paflage is firft tranflated 
thus : ** He furrounded the whole Temple 
“ with vail porticos, taking the utmoil care 
“ that they ihould be in very exaft proportion ; 
“ and outdoing all that ever went before him 
«« in the fums he expended on the occafion, 
** infomuch that not one of his predeceifors 
«« feems to have added fo much to the beauty of 
** the temple as be did To this traoflation 
the Author adds the following obfervations. 
“ Who is able to reconcile this paflage with 
“ common (enie, if Herod had really taken 
** down the whole of Haggai’s Temple, and 
“ built a new one in its room ? How is it 

fern it tried, it is in the paffive fenfe. To thofe inftaaces 
add xaraamvu^etf L. XV. c. n» §. 5. Mmraaxtvartp and xatrutr- 
ibid. $. 7. Other inftancea the reader will meet with 
9> (be account of Solomon's Temple L. VIII. c. 3. Therefore 
J think there is no doubt that in the beginning of C. 1 1 . L. xr. 
it (houd be read Harctfiuvarcu, and not x«rt?xf9a&** with the 
old editions, nor xA3«my«ro<d’ai^with Hudfon, See. 

• Exctrpium p. to. 

“ poflible 
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«* pafiible that the Hiftoriaa could fay this, if 
in the compafi of only a few preceding lines 
** he thought he had insinuated that Herod 
** had new built the Temple. His predecef* 
^ ibrs could not pofljbly have added any thing 
** to the beauty of the Temple* if it was all 
** of Herod’s building. And he could not 
** poflibly have added more to the beauty of the 
<•* tfemfde than any of his predeoe floes, if 
there was no Temple at that time Handing 
** which had been beautified by his predecefi 
** Shrs. But if he entirely built the Temple, 
there certainly was none ; and then what 
“ meaning is there in the above words ? And 
** therefore to refeue the Hiftoriac from fuch 
.** palpable nonfenfe, it mu ft he absolutely 
u pronounced that Herod did not entirely new 
“ build the Temple, and that the Historian 
** no where fays he did, but the eontraty. 0 

This is indeed preffieg the Evidence moft 
forcibly on tbe judgement of the reader; and 
1 am difpofed to think, more decisively than 
any fngie paflage, vtnlefs much more explicit 
.than the prefeat, will warrant, when not Sup- 
ported by the general tenor of a whole narra- 
tive. But what Shall we fay, if th t palpable 
norftnfe produced by the imputed ineonSif- 
-tency of this paflage with the opinion, that 
'Herod new built theTeniple, Should not be 
•the nonSenSe of the original ? To fay that 
i F ** Herod 
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** Herod To far outdid all bis predeceflors that 
** not one of them fee its to have added lb 
“ much to the beauty of the Temple as he 
«* did.” i. e. that Herod did fo much mart 
than all his prcdeceffors, that none of them 
feems to have done fo much as be, is certainly 
fuch nonfenfe as may reafonably make any 
one fufpedt that the tranflation can not con- 
vey the meaning of Jofephns. The tranflation 
in the Evidence is indeed countenanced by 
the Latin : “ fumptibus majores fuperans, ut 
“ nec quifquam alius videretur ita Templum 
“ cxornafle.” The nonfenfe arifes from the 
comparifon ita and fo much : in the words of 
the original there is nothing correfponding 
to thefe terms i all comparifon is excluded*. 
The meaning of Jofephus, if I miftake not, 
is, that Herod fo far exceeded the expenfe of 
all his predeceflors, that no other perfon 
feemed to have contributed at all to the or- 
nament of the Temple : i. e. though his 
predeceflors the Hafamonxan Kings had been 
great benefactors to the Temple, efpecially 
Judas Maccabaeus, who built a new altar, 
and feems nearly to have rebuilt the mv after 
the profanation by Antiochus : yet Herod lo 
far exceeded the expenfe and munificence of 
his predeceflors, as to eclipfe all their bene- 
factions and fervices. Why Jofephus did not 
diftinguifh the different ftruCtures of Zerub- 
< babel 
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babel and Herod as different Temples, but 
called both the 'Temple , I (hall endeavour to 
Ihew, when we come to confider whether 
the rebuilding of the Temple by Herod is 
incompatible with the Prophecy of Haggai, 
In the mean while I beg leave to refer the 
reader to the Difiertatton of Ernefti, printed 
at the end of the Extrad from Jofephus, 
which is fubjoined to thefe Remarks. 

But it will perhaps dill be urged that the 
concluding paffage of Jofephus’s account*)* 
(hews that Herod’s operations were confined 
to repairs and additional buildings : T & m 

xrtft rot row ifcautt&fiiiihi Tourer tot Tfoeree. “ If He* 
rod took down the Temple and new built it, 
this paffage, fays the Author of the Evi- 
dence, muft mean, «* In this manner was 
the Temple new built and completely finiffi- 
ed : ” and as it is hnpoffible that the words 
can fo mean, therefore it i9 plain that Herod 
did not take down the Temple and rebuild 
it.” In this reafoning neither the confequence 
nor the conclufion can be admitted. It is 
not neceffary to the demolition and rebuilding 
of the Temple, that the words (hould have 
the meaning aferibed to them. The distinc- 
tion between the * tor and vcgi&Au has been 
already adverted to : according to thefe diffe- 

* Evidence p. 49, 50. et Excerptum, p %z. 

F 2 rent 
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fent objq&sjthe defcri prion of Herod’s opera- 
tions is divided into two pasts; The account 
of the mo? and of the entrance to it, is given 
in few words at the beginning of the third 
Section : A hXu* & vovt *p%cutvs S-tp* Ouov? to iwe* 

From thence to the end of the 
fifth ieftion is an account of the 9*u 
the courts, fisc, which forrounded the vav. 
As the account of the mao? does wot extend 
beyond the firft part of the deibriptiow, he 
fays in that part aM$bpn\fy » *mc & c . And as 
all befide the row was ta vtpt to* *<m, he con* 
eludes the remaining account, of the caar/*®- 
ytuXcci & e. with ta pit* w Target to*- mo* ^mcoh/mt&ii 
touvov. tom Tftmvk The Author of the Evidence 
not attending, as it feems, to the diftin&ioa 
which Joiephus makes between the voux and 
«rt£j€oA<u i.e. to, wi^i tom rooot, or to the cotwfe 
of the defeription as it regards thofe different 
©bje&s, afks (p. 50.) why in the concluding 
paflage the Hiftorian does not fay. 0 fm 01# vacs 
(indead of ta Ttspi too mo*) t^anuApitfSoi, ward ray 
T^omv. 

According then to the. devifton of the rela- 
tion the obvious fcnfe of no pot* ov* wtpi to* veto? 
t%aHo$of*tflii toutov to * Tfjwrc* is, ‘fhus werethe build* 
tags which furroundefi the *<**& completely bwlp. 
However it is not improbable that the expretG- 
lion ta Tripi tom vaom includes the veto? as well as 
ta zrtpt tom vaov onaipt&TA' in the fame manner 

as 
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ifti vr^t Euxprnfy is ufed for o Eaxptfo nq is» 
«n^< etvrm ovlssr and r* apipi ttpror for ctp*?oy tuu 
JM a,fA<Qt ctp?iv m*. a mode of exprefilon well 
known from elementary books on Greel^ 
idioms. The reader will perhaps be more dif? 
poled to admit this extended fen Is of ta -nty 
rv Kunr, when he conhders that the defcriptioa 
of the zrtfyGeXti, rrectf, & c. ends with the fifth 
ledtion ; and that the chief of what intervenes 
between that and the conclufipn belongs to the 
Nur. The palfage immediately preceding does ; 
Asytreu A kat vtetvov rev xeupov ouo SbfMVftmv rev 
wtou&c. It feems therefore that theconclu- 
fion of the whole account fhould extend to 
every part of it. 

The palfage juft referred to, Aeyer*< <Je xur, 
Bcvtm rev xutpov uM^bfUSfuanu vou yarn mg fttv 
tax ww, ty St tah vuq yiyttdaf roug opJtpovg, us (Mv 
xuAvrai to tpycy 4 xat rovroy toy Aoyoy oi itati^s 
w*ft&>x*v, affords to the author of the Evi- 
dence another objection. The concluding 
Words xch tovtov Toy A oyov oi irebTtf&s tlftw irafiimam 
he tranflates, and this tradition our forefathers 
have banded down to us. Such language he 
thinks Jolephus would not have ufed of an 
event lb recent as the rebuilding of the Temv 
pie would have been, if Herod had really re-- 
built it. ** Is it ufu&l,” he fays, ** for people 
** to talk of events as it were of yefterday 
** being handed down to them by tradition ?” 
This obje&ion derives its Ipecioufnefs from 

the 
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the tranflation which the author has thought 
proper to give in the Evidence. To band 
down by tradition may not, in Englith, be 
confident with an account delivered from 
parent to child, or from one generation to 
the next : but wapaJi&Nu is ufed by the Greek 
Writers in both thofe fenfes, and even to ex- 
prefs the tradition of any account from one 
writer to another equal and contemporary. 
In Lucian, vol. i. p. 183. (ed. Hemfterhuis.) 
Socrates, fpeaking of Halcyon, fays, KA tos A 
fiv&av olov isrctpibbtrctr srctn^if, toiouto kou •zrcturtt 
tfUK, a opvi . &piivv» ptiXubt, ‘zra.pttbaa-u rum arav vfMcm 
wifi. i. e. in the words of Dr. Carr, *j* •* But 
“ the tradition, which I have received from 
“ my parents concerning thy fongs, o bird 
“ melodious melancholy, I will deliver down 
** to my children.” The fables alluded to 
were ancient, but the adt of tradition ex- 
prefled by vapabibanu in this pafiage, was only 
from parents to children. St. Luke ufes 
«BgaAAiw< concerning the Gofpcl, which he 
received from thofe who were eye-witnefifes 
of our Saviour’s miracles. KetSvar TOgtAtror 
flfui m <xt’ etfXflf avrenrcu xcu unt/gerat yttopum too 
Aoycu. 

We have now feen all the objections pro- 
duced in evidence againjl the ufual interpreta- 
tion of Jofephus’s account of Herod’s Tem- 

f Tranflation of Lucian Vol. II. p. 338, 339, 

pie; 
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pie ; and derived from expreflions in the ac- 
count, which the Author thought inconfift- 
ent with the opinion of Herod’s demolition 
and rebuilding of the Temple. From the 
remarks on thofe objections it appears, I 
think, that they do not in any degree inva- 
lidate the opinion, which they oppofe. If 
the remarks are founded, it will not be ne- 
ceflary to dwell long on thofe expreflions and 
circumftances in the Hiftorian’s account, 
which may be brought to corroborate the 
vfual interpretation. But firft, of the terms 
which relate to the demolition. 

i. When Herod had addrefled himfelf to 
the Jews, they were {truck with confterna- 
tion at his propofals ; and were anxious left 
he Should attempt to take down the whole 
Temple, (juoTctXvrou to ttclv tpyo >) and not be 
able to complete his defigns. He confoled 
them by aflurances that he would not take 
down the Temple (%a,$*iq»i<rav tov vtav') before 
he had prepared every thing fpr accomplish- 
ing his intentions. As to van tqyov cannot 
mean lefs than tov vtur nor tov non , it Should 
feem, than the whole nur it will follow 
that KetrttXwreu to vc tv tpyov and Keo&eipviruv rot 
nuv cannot exprefs lefs than the demolition of 
the whole rear. However the author of the 
Evidence fuppofes that there is a difference 
between the voas and the whole ntof, but does 

not 
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Hot «&abliih the difference by fufficieot an* 
thority. The fuppafition is founded on a falfc 
pun&uaxion of the pafitge before quoted, p. 

■^o. nipisJKapc&tn ii KM S-OMf fUytfWf T4V MW 

Tftf Mcttoyutr epmy&tMv, &c. Before I 
had fecn Hndfon’s note, I had corrected the 
pun<aoation,*s it ifi there propofed, mpi&a 
QiKti Kftt fatuf fA*yi<nus tch Mon, hmcunu wpt* av*~ 
frryw tirm$ivw 3 and for the following reafons : 
j[i) Jo the firft place becaufe, if nous mean 
neue properly fb called, then wttas is unne- 
^edarily joined with for it can add no- 
thing to its fignification. The <rro<u which 
Surrounded the mk coud not have furrounded 
lefs than the whole. (2) If Met ever mean the 
whole hpey, (as it certainly fometimes does,) 
when conne&ed with knot it cannot mean 
lefs. But as the whole li pw includes the <ttom , 
it would be abfurd to fay that the rroeu Jur- 
rovnded the 'upon. (3) But while is eithex 
■unneCefTarily or abfurdly joined with »*ot t it 
is abfolutely neceflary, I think, to the con* 
iJru<Sioo of the following words, irpos a iwAo- 
f/K t» tariTv^uMr fcilicet attavto. v. a. mnj^uioy, 
4>. mma fumma arte et ratione elaborans. 

J*vw, I believe, always requires its fubjedt to 
he expreUed : as in Lucian, vol. i. p. 463,. 
(<d. Hemfterhuis) revs T 6 n/v Sofa* ATrdeAWopu- 
■nevf, tump ivix.& -jtavta iTav^iuanttf. The extra- 
ordinary remark on ra ttas tgyov (p. 47.) re- 
quires no animadversion. 

Nothing 
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Nothing can more completely exprefs thd 
entire demolition of a building than ttnhm 
root 9 -tfAtXiovf. And it is not credible that 
thefe St/tOwi can mean any other foundations 
than of the Temple, which he fays in the 
paifage immediately preceding, it was Herod’s 
intention xa&cHfityreiv. If the Hiftorian had 
meant any part of Solomon’s foundations un- 
built on by Zerubbabel, he would not have 
omitted to mention fomewhere that fuch 
foundations had been fuffered to remain fa- 
cred and undifturbed. 

2. The following terms as unequivocally 
denote rebuilding and new JlruSlures , ****]<««•, 
uxobofteiv, tyetpetv, xdltwxevafetv. Of xeiTcurxtvci£etp 
enough has been already faid. Of ciKobopw 
and ryufftv it is unneceffary to produce inftan- 
ces : but for the latter fee Ernefti’s Dilferta- 
tion, p. 32. Of avcMTicis take the following 
inftance. Jofephus fays * that when the vats 
was finilhed by the Priefts the people with 
great joy gave thanks to God, firft for the 
expedition with which it had been hnilhed, 
and then for the zeal with which Herod had 
promoted its completion ; and celebrated the 
rebuilding with every expreflion of feftivity 
and fatisfa&ion. Too bi van but, rut itpiuv axobo- 
fui&t nos tnotvru xeu ft, tint ir, kirae 0 A etof tirfypaS’ti 
Z^pas' xai too ret^ovs -zefUTov flit tu B"tu Tctf 

* E^cerptum, p. 6. 

* G flTUM 
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flfTUte limOWTO, I UiTO, h. Ko U Tt\; ‘STfoBvfJUAf TOO (Z&- 
rtXtvf, tofjraZpZlif, xeu na,Ttv(p>iftoumf Tip at ’axuo'tv. 

3. It is evident from feveral circumftances 
in Jofephus’s account that he meant that the 
whole ftru&ure of the was new built by 
Herod. ( 1 ) The length of the v*os created by 
Herod makes it impofiible that it fhould 
have been an addition to Zerubbabel’s build* 
ing. Jofephus fays that Herod having re- 
moved the old foundations, and laid others, 
he built oh them the **f of one hundred cu- 
bits in length &c. «r’ avroi (StpttAitn) rn icon 
fyetpi, titf km put itutTtv orra H yetft cannot 

mean he completed out to the length of 100 
cubits j but he raifed new from the ground, 
on thefe new foundations, a building of 100 
cubits, which he coud not have faid if He- 
rod had added only forty cubits j or if he 
had not removed Zerubbabel’s building for 
Jt. (2) The length of time t in which Herod’s 
ftrufture was building, (hews that it coud not 
have been mere repairs. The vaoc was one 
year and a half in building ; and the 'snpGt Ao» 
or ta ’Zftfi to* i&n, eight years. The Temple 
of Solomon was built in feven years. * (3) It 
jQiould be remembred that in the former part 
of his reign he had built a palace in Jerufa- 
lem, within and about which were fo many 
fplendid edifices as to give it. the appearance 

* i Kipgs vi. 

of 
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of a city. He built alio the city of Caefarea, 
with a fpafcious harbour ; and befide other 
memorable works he bunt a large and beau- 
tiful Temple at Samaria, me» *r etvru fuytd-et iteu 
xoAAu tuv tX^tymuiATtov. «J* And yet after all 
thefe great works, in Ins add refs to the Jews 
he fays it waa his intention to execute forae 
work of more fplendor than all his former 
ads } and which Should immortalize his me- 
mory. This he coud not have faid if he had 
thought only of repairs and improvements. 
(4) In this harangue he lays great ftrcfs on 
his own profperity and wealth, and the favour 
of the Romans, as great: advantages to his 
undertaking, very confidently with the mag- 
nificent promife which he had made, but not 
with mere improvements and additions. (5) 
It is not probable that merely repairing and 
adding to the Temple would have (atisfied 
the ambitious munificence of Herod: or (6) 
that the Jews would have been ftruck with 
fuch confirmation and folicitude about any 
thing lefs than the defign of taking down the 
whole Temple. 

To what has been faid, I (hall fubjoin a 
tranflation of Jofephus’s account of this tranf- 
a diion, and leave the imprefiion of the nar- 
rative with the reader, as the laft argument 

f Antiquit. L. XV. c. 8, 9. 

0 2 for 
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for the common opinion, that Jofephus meant 
to fay that Herod entirely took down the 
Telnple and rebuilt it. •* In the 1 8th year 
** of his reign Herod undertook a great work, 
which was to build the Temple, or Houfe, 

* f of : GrOd at his own expenfe, and to ered 
** the buildings which furroundcd it on a 
** larger fcale and greater height than they , 
** were before, thinking that the execution 
** of fuch a work would be more glorious, as 
“ it was, than all his former ads, and would 
** immortalize his memory. But hearing that 
'** the people were not difpofed to concur with 
ft his intentions, he thought it prudent to 
** convene an afiembly, and addrefs them on 
** the fubjed of his intentions, before he 
*•* began the work.” In his harangue, after 
hinting to them the various fervices which 
he had performed for their nation, he fays 
that the undertaking, which he now medi- 
tated, would be more fplendid than alt his 
former ads, and would be a fignal monument 
of piety fo God: That the Temple then 
Handing, which was built by their anceftors 
after their return from Babylon, was not fo 
high as Solomon’s by fixty cubits : That they 
had been prevented from giving it the fame 
height as Solomon’s by the orders of Cyrus 
and Darius, which had limited the form of 
the building ; and by the oppreffion of the 

hlaccT 
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Macedonians to whom they had been fubje&j 
But that as he was in poffeffion of the king- 
dom, and had great wealth, with a large re- 
venue; and at the fame time poffeffed the 
friendfhip and favour of the Romans, who 
were matters of the world; he intended, in 
return for the kingdom, which he pofTeiTed 
by the will and goodnefs of God, to dedicate 
to Him a full and complete offering of piety 
and gratitude. •{- ** The people were ftruck 
** with attonifhment ; and were dsjetted at 
«* the profpedt of fo hopelefs an undertaking. 
" They were under the pioll anxious appre- 
“ henbon left he fhould take down the whole 
“ Temple (xa)a.\vmi to mu tpyov) and not be able 
” to compleat his intentions ; and were con- 
** firmed in their fear by the difficulty and 
** magnitude of his defigns. From thefe ap- 
f* prehenbons the king relieved them by af- 
“ fu ranees that he would not take down the 

Temple ( tov nay), before every 
*f thing was prepared fufficient to completely 
“ rebuild it (us rr\v ovvriXucLv.) And he did not 
** falfify his promife. For he got ready a thou- 
** fand waggons for carrying ftones, and fe- 
** ledted ten thoufand of the moft fkilful 
♦* workmen, and purchafed itfantuu trrtXeu for 

+ tiXium tvc£*w as oppoied to the artXtit tv<r£tia of their 
*nceftors. 

a tbou<* 
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“ a thoufand prieft6, and had them intruded 
** feme in the art of building, and others in 
carpenters and fmiths work : and as foon 
“ as every thing was prepared, he began the 
** building. After he had removed the old 
** foundations and laid others, he built on 
** them the rewr of one hundred cubits in 
length, and one hundred and twenty in 
** height. The v<ms was built of a white du-» 
** rable ftone &c. * * * The gates which led 
ft into the yaos he ornamented 6cc. * * * He 
** fur rounded the Hes with immenfe porticos, 
“ conftruding them oil the exa&eft princi-* 
** pies of art and proportion ; and fo far ex- 
** Cccded the expence of his predeceflbrs, that 
** no other perfon feemed to have had any 
u (hare in the ftrudure and ornament of the 
** Temple, -j* * * * Herod confined his per- 
“ fonal attention to the o-rocu and «£« 

** the vetos itfelf, (and the wt^iCoAor, which fur- 
** rounded it,) being acceffible only to the 
** priefts, was built entirely by them. When 

f Sec p. 40, 41 . As Herod’s operations were not merely 
ornamental , even- if he had only repaired the Temple, and much 
lefs if he entirely rebuilt it, exornaffe or ornamented feems made-* 
quate to the original term ivixixo^sjxuat. In the ideas 

of beauty and ornament are fecondary to the ideas of order and 
firuBure. Homer {fo valuable on every other account, as well 
as in all inquiries into the Greek language) ufes xo <r/xw in the 
primary fenfe only. Hefychius : Ko?pui»* <8ai. Koo-pySat, cry- 
& m. Ko druoty tutreunctvy. As ornament alone is every way inade- 
quate to the meaning of Jofephus, in the tranfiationpfimxtcov- 
(MfiUHu I have included both ideas of ftruQure and ornament . 

“ the 
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“ the tw was finished the people with great 
joy 6 ayc thanks to God, firft, for the ex* 
pedidon with which it had been finished j 
“ and then for the zeal which the king had 
** (hewn in promoting its completion; and 
** celebrated the rebuilding with every ex* 
“ predion of feftivity and fatisfa&ion.” 

If I may truft my own perfuafions on this 
fubjeCt, qo account can more evidently de* 
clare th#*t Herod entirely took down the 
Temple and rebuilt it ; nor can termstbe more 
definitive of fuch a fad, than the warda in 
which the original account is delivered; con* 
fequcntly that Jolephus ha6 not been mijinter - 
f reted. If the reader feels the fame impreflion 
on his mind that I do, he will probably think 
that I have taken a great deal of unneceflary 
pains to bring him to a conclufion, which the 
narrative alone might have produced. I fhould 
have thought fo too, perhaps ; if the Author 
of the Evidence had not advanced his opini- 
ons with a poihive decifion, which refilled all 
inquiry; and fuch a want of proof to his 
Evidence,, as precluded fair comparifon. To 
counteract the tendency of the Evidence in 
both thefe refpe&s, by fupplying the reader 
with more ample materials for determining 
the point in queftion, I have laid before him, 
what has occurred to me of mod confequence 
in favour of the opinion which the Evidence 

condemns. 
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condemns. And as fome men of the mod va- 
rious and accurate erudition fince the revival 
of ancient learning, are fuppofed (in the Evi- 
dence ;£) to have followed the common opi-* 
nion only becaufe they did not examine the 
Hiftorian’s account, I was willing to fee 
how far they deferved a cenfure fo derogatory 
to the acknowledged qualifications of the 
high character which they poflefs, and flat- 
tered myfelf with the confideration, that by 
not taking the Evidence upon trujl , I fhould 
fecure myfelf from the cenfure, which men 
of fuch fuperior learning had incurred. 

The preceding remarks, which are the re- 
fult of this refearch, I have reviewed with 
fome attention, and have no reafon to alter 
my opinions. Yet I cannot obferve them all 
bearing in direct oppofition to the decided and 
pofitive aflertions of the “ Evidence” with- 
out fome apprehenfion of error. On one fide 
or the other there is certainly fome great fal- 
lacy. But I hope for the fake of hiftorical 

X“ The learned” (/.*. Ribera, Scaliger, Cafaubon, Grotius, 
Ufher, Emefti, Dr. Heberden &c.) “ having taken things upon 
4€ truft , without examination, have followed one another in a 
** dired line ; juft as certain birds do when they are engaged in 
“ a long flight, when the firft breaks the air, and the reft fbi- 
€€ low, without the trouble of opening a pathway for themfelves ; 

. t€ whereas if any of thofe great and learned perfons, who have 
t €t fo quietly acquiefced in the notion of Herod’s new Temple, 

would but have been at the pains of examining the Hifto- 
“ rian *s account, they muft inevitably have feen that he was 
** either falfe or mijinter preted Evidence, p. 5 1 . 

evidence 
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evidence in general, which is the ultimate 
end of this inquiry, and of Jofephus’s tefti- 
mony in particular, which is the immediate 
objedt, the reader has not dilcovered it in 
thefe Remarks, or, at lead, on that fide of 
the queftion, which they maintain. If the 
Author of the Evidence is not fatisfied with 
the view that is there given of the fubjedt, I 
hope he will point out its defedta on grounds 
of fubjlantial Evidence, and principles of juft 
Philology. 

I (hall endeavour to (hew elfewhere, that 
it is not probable that the fadfc as it is record- 
ed by Joiephus (hould be a mere fidtion of 
the Hiftorian ; and that it is not incompati- 
ble with the ufual application of the Pro- 
phecy of Haggai. 


H POSTSCRIPT* 
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POSTSCRIPT. 

T H E dates of the foundation and building of 
the temple by Zerubbabel, p. 25. are taken 
from the marginal Chronology to Ezra iii. iv. and 
Haggai. But the reader will not be difpleafed to 
compare the dates as they are fetded by Mr. Howes t 
in his Critical Obfervations , Vol. II. p. 70, $1, 103, 
104. And as the finiflnng of the building of the Temple 
is fometimes confounded with the building of the 
1 walls of the city , I have added other dates from 
the fame learned and accurate Inquiries into (he 
Chronology of thefe Times, 

Before JBrz of 
Chrift. N&boo. 

537 21 1 Cyrus takes Babylon, Jefhua and Ze- 
^ rubbabel conduct the Jews home. E* 

dift made to build the Temple. 

529 219 ift. Of Cambyfes. He reigned 8 years, 
521 227 ift. Of Darius ift, fon of Hyftafpis. 
He reigned 36. 

$20 228 2d. The Jews obtain leave to rebuild 
the Temple under Jefhua and Ze- 
rubbabel, agreeably to the edidt of 
Cyrus. 

516 232 6th. The Temple finifhed about Fe- 
bruary after the end of this year, and 
at the beginning of the 7th. 

458 290 7th, of Artaxerxes ift. Ezra carries 
prefents to Jerufalem from Artaxer- 
xes, and all the Perfian nobles for a 
facrifice, in thanks for the happy end 
of the rebellion in Egypt, and to 
beautify the Temple. 

445 303 10th. Nehemiah is lent to Jerufalem to 
rebuld the city walls, which is now 
firft oppofed by Sanballat. 
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Fl AVI I JoSEPHI 


K E ia. 


Xls Hpofris icv vclov /um<TKUj<t<n, xm\ wpoi o\|as 
etpctf %oc| a4Kwrpe7r6<mpov «£mA*oi* xotp 

vnpi <711$ |3<xptas, iy Avtuvmv vutAvnv. 

T OTE yotiy * ojctokscIAxoiToo THS Hpa/ou 
j8fltoiAe«t4 b y«yoyo7»s iviaumu, fitra. ms 
erpoe<p»/U£ya< tsrp<t£«S, tpyoy ow to TX^oy e-^CtAera, 
Toy ye«y tow 0eow $\ awrow e j($tm0xeweww.<xE)oq, 

75 Toy TrtpiCoAay, >wq Tpos w^os «L^ioXft7ri(JT<tTov 
tyu puv, iryov/xivos auiavruv cuura tov 7rfrxp<tyntvu>v 
t7rm/xoTtpov, aavtp w, «X7iAe<r9>KJ5ff0otf towto, xcq 
Wpos euavtov /nvvifjuw ctpcicuy. o vk 6Toi jjuov Si to 7tA«- 
3os i7rurm{AMS, ovSi paJ'iov tatadoj nrpos to fity&os 
Tnf t7rr^ttpyi<nas, m^iow Aoya erpoxitmoTwrat^os 
ey^etpiiJtq toj mm, x«q crwyx 5 tAe<ra.s awTows eA«yt 


* OxTtimuinaTov ] Sc. poftquam Herodes regnum adierat, 
captis Hierofolymis, ut dicit Cafaub. quem vldcfis in Exercit. 
xm. contra Baronium, n. 32. tt Lud. Captllum in Spiciltgto ad 
Joan. c. 3. v. 20. Huns. Male 7 "? in ed. Gr. vid. Petav. 
Doft. Temp. P. II. p. 221.— AW. lib. 1. c. 21. §. 1. anno 
mnrrnuuiiKeiTf Herodis inftauratum templum dicitur. Zonarat 
autem p. 243 C. tucrmuuhtunu id faftum dicit. Spanheim. 

b Ttyncrof tntanov] Non de ineunte fed adulto jam Herodis 
anno x v 1 1 1 capiendum effe Jo/tpkum oftendit Ba/nagius, tom. 1 . 
p. 66. 

c Ksr<#«MM&y ] Hardtdnus ( in nummis Herodiadum 
p. 336.) Je/ephi hiftoriam de inftaurato ab Herode Templo in 

auguiboieia 
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CAP. XI. 

^yomodo Herodes templum in aliam format. n 
mutavit, atque altius et magnificentius ex - 
jiruxit : deque turri , quam Antoniam vo- 
cavit . 

T UNC igitur decimo octavp regni Herodis 
anno, pod ea fads qua: fuperius difta funt, 
arduum opus aggreffus eft, Jcilicet ut Dei templum 
fua opera : aedificatqm iret, eique ampliorem am- 
bitum daret et in altitudinem magnificentiflimam 
erigeret ; cogitans fore id omnibus quae unquam 
feciflet praeclariusi ficuti erat, ft illud perficere ei 
contigerit, atque futurum ad fempiternam Jut me- 
moriam. Verum-cum populum ad hoc minus 
paratum effe intelligeret, neque facilem habitu- 
rum effe ad rem tantae magnitudinis aggredien- 
dam, in animum induxit prius eos oratione prce- 
parare, ac deiqde toti operi manum admovere: 
cumque illos convocaflet, verba fecit in hunc 


auguftiorem formjim mendacii infimulat : fed fruftra ; quod 
oftenderunt viri tummi' Cafaubonut c. Baron, n. 22. Sim/ontu ad 
A.M. 3987. et Tonitllus ad A. M. 4032. vide infra ad 3. 
H u d s. Inftauratio tamen Templi potius, quam Novum 
Templum ob feu dbndnuata faCrificia. vid. Scalig. 

de Emend. Temp, lib.vi. p.635. Eadem Templi hujus ftruc- 
tura. finita demura lxxxiii. annis, tribus ab Herode ctepto, 
anno xvm. regni, et cirea belli Judaict initium. Fiftam 
autem ac fabulis refertam Jofephi narrationem de renovation* 
aedis ab Herode &c. jatndudum Saltan so docuit ad A. M. 4035. 
Harduin. de Nmnm. Herod. Ep. 27. Spanh. 1 

• A 2 * 
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ToutJi. “ T«t /tep oM<t /tot top xstra *top fyamXuea 
** Wfay/ju^Tuv, AvJ'fti d o{io<pu'h$i, mpiffoov vm’Xg.fi* 
“ Ctvo teyuv, xjtj tm touTop rytttk top TpoTtov, is 
** ifalTla fitv ifioi Tot cwr* cu/top xoojiov, orAeto J't 
** u/op Txv 6Uty&AtULt tptpuv. Own J«p w T"ots <fW- 
** ^peorttTotS <LfitXwm.s top eis TOf u/tmpas p^petcts 
** Si&iptpovlav, own tv ton y&l <taxvja.<T}jo<t<m iicmihu-' 

* trees ifiaujTu /ucMop x ^ xotrtp U/Ci^v to apf7niptot<r> 
“ Tims oup tm Tow 8tou /2ouA #re* Ttpos ewJkt* 
« putULt et rot ou ^rponpov «t>*oj£P*q r«u lou/tuav «0»s. 

* T« fitv Wt x$e7«t ftepos T*pi mv ^opeur 

«* >tA| TroAtt?, suits ip cturx xcq rots «orut*nm>»s iy«- 

petvJes xoojjLt? ta HSfWia la, to ytvos vfutv wfypn* 
** /op, orepiep>« /tot Jbx« Myta> u$o<n. To «Tfe rxs e*x> 
** yt tpiKTiart, *« pup eon^etpap jSftuAs/tffc Jfttt^os tuo*-» 
" CfcfaJop xcq JMtMUrlop ep’ m/u»p yu>ttr 0 cq pup eupouo. 

* Top 5«p petop tootop vxoSbfu itfetp /tep to fttyurrm 
«* 6 e« jra 7 ep«s x/tfcltpot, /te 7 ct txp ex. BoCuAopoS *ctPour> 

** ToWtP. Ep<tol CUjTU *7TpO S TO US U*\Jt)S e£»- 

“ Xtttjfl t. tfnfyas* Totwlov yap impH-g* o ‘tpplo $ acuvoS, 
** op 'LoXs/xav ctp aKoh/jum. Keq [unJ'us ct/teAetctp eu- 
** of&tcts top rttropov xgfldeyvctTOi. yryovt yetp o u nap 
«« txuvovf *JI»t1«p o poos* <tM» mura, xeq Kwpos x*f 
« AcifftfisS o T tflaanou m /«7pot tms SOfjumas tSoowt, 


’ * OfM^uhoi 3 judaos vocal quanqoam fult Idu- 

BHtiu, ad captandam b«DevoleBtiam. Spanh. 

* *Ht no wi yii iP jbiMfwi] H* mi ifiypD n r& M o f im Hn. 


Lugd. Bat . 
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modum. “ De aliis quidem ex quo regnare ccepi 
"a me fattis, viri populares, nihil necelTe mihi 
ft dicere arbitror, quanquam ita comparata fue- 
** rint, ut vobis plus fecuritatis quam mihimet 
“ omamenti attulerint. Nam cum in rebus dif- 
“ ficillimis neque ca neglexerim qua; ad veftras 
H neceffitates levandas faeerent, neque in iis quae 
w aedificayi ftuduerim ut ipfe magis quam vo» 
“ omnes ab injuriis farti te&i efletis, mihimet^ 
** perfuadeo quod Dei voluntate Judaeorum gen- 
*' tern ad earn, quam nunquam antea habuerunt, 
“ felicitatem perduxerim. Cseterum, ut dixi , fi- 
ft gillatim omnia, quae per provinciam perfecimus, 
“ quotque urbes in ea et regione ei contributa ex- 
“ citando genus veftrum maximis ornamentis. 
“ auximus, vobis commemorare, qui ea probe 
" noftis, fupervacaneum mihi videtur. Quod 
“ autem in pnefentia mihi in animo eft aggredi, 
** id omnium pientiffimum, vobifque pulcherri- 
“ mum fore nunc paucis oftendam. Fuit quidem 
f< templum hoc fummo Deo a parentibus noftris 
“ aedificatum, cum a Babylone revertiffent. Ve- 
“ rum ei ad altitudinem defunt cubiti fexaginta : 
** tanto enim altius erat primum illud a Solomone 
“ conftfuftum. Nemo tamen negligentiam pie- 
“ tatis noftrorum parentum accufet. Nam per 
“ illos non ftetit, quo minus hoc magnitudine 
“ prius adaequaret : fed Cyrus et Darius Hyftafpis 
(t filius hunc aedificii modum praefcripferunt j qui- 


f Ataramt] Hen, et LugJ. Bat. quod pro interpre- 

tamento lubes. 
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“ ois autvot X34 tvis a.7nryovois J'ouXtucwums, lyq fuT 
a txuvovs MauuShviv, ovx. ea^ov tung.tpt<tv 70 arpaiTov 
“ th$ umCutLS a.p’^vj'mv us twjtw <tvo tyotyuv yu 
“ ytSos. Eirufa iTi vuv eya (itv *p^« 0eoo QouAyktu, 
“ Wtftuni yt fmios uprtvrts, xcq xtwh? ^nfixLTQv, 
“ >coq /a«>«9o( ts'poavi'av, to A fityurlov, Xcq -i\’ 
** ujvaubt ol 'icuvtav (as eons uXu/j ’Xpetlovvlts Papixim, 
** weipctob/wq, to jrapvi/aAji/tevoy a.vay*w (SloAem 
<c Too wpoTSpoy ^povoo £lop%oqei/o?, nA^ct* ct7ro<5Vo- 
“ v«q to) 0eo) tw av^’ a>v rni^ov TJwJi tjis Qct.au 
V A«ct? umCuttv. 

■ $ . O (itv HpoijVi? Tttof emv, e£«orA>tTle <Tfc too? 

aroMoo? o Apyo? arcipa. <Tb£a>/ ((iictaav" x<q td 
T> i5 £Aon<fb? cL7na%v oox ernilupev avlovs. vi^fjuovouv St, 
Hi (pJaovLS ( K^ToAoaoq to orav ep>ov oox e£xpxeo« 
orpo? tsAos aytiytiv xw ‘Trppajptaw* '.•$,** xWWo? «e»* 
•7W s fm(av upcuveav, xoq iWy^&pxw eJVx« to £te- 
yt9o< th? eort<ooA>i?. Otl-ra J'' ctwmv J'ldx.ufitvctv, 
ir&ptjappwtv o |3flt(7iAeo?, oo arpo7?poy jy^ipwav <p<t- 
fttvos tov viuv * arctvlav ecura aav (is tyiv awnXuav 
•7CcLpurxjUJtLoy,ivav. K«q mom orpoeiorov oox (•\xvcrcclo* 
XtAio is yxp (vTpimaas a/xct^its, oq (Za.aza.(roim to vs 
Ai9oo?, tpfctms & fxupms too? tfiTupoToolovs sortAe^ct- 
ftivos, xoq liptvoiv tov <tp&[X6v ^iAioi? 8 tepaTixot? 

* Icgartxa;] Videfis Seldenum, lib. 3* de Synedriis, c. jci. 
P- 172> 173* 

• Primnm 
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" bus illi fubje&s, eorumque filiis, et poft illos 
** Macedonibus, facultatem non habuerunt • pri- 
“ mum hoc pietatis illorum exemplar ad eandem 
“ magnitudinem perducendi. Quoniam vero nunc 
“ ego quidem Dei beneficio regnum adeptus fum, , 
“ et longa pace fruor, et divitiis affluo, et magnis 
“ reditibus abundo : quodque maximum eft, cum 
“ Romanis, omnium (ut ita loquar) dominis, in 
“ amicitia fum et gratia, operam dabo, ut, id 
“ quod necdfitate et fuperiorum temporum fervi- 
“ tute omiffum eft refarciendo, perfect am Deo, 

“ pro illius in me beneficiis, ftujufce regni pieta- 
“ tern reddam.” 

2. Et quidem Herodes haec verba habuit : mul- 
ti vero fermone ejus attoniti funt, quod praeter 
opinionem accidebat : et, quia incredibilc mini- 
meque fperandum dicere putabatur, nihil animis 
attollebantur. Sed anxii erant et foliciti, ne ft to- 
tum opus jam dilfolveret, non fatis opum haberet 
ad perficiendum quod propofuerit : atque in majus 
illis crefcebat periculum, et augeri vifa eft rei 
difficultas ex incoepti magnitudine. Cum autem 
ita affefti effent, rex eos confirmabat, dicens, non 
fe prius templum diruturum, quam omnia, qua; 
ad id abfolvendum pertinerent, prseparaffet. At- 
que haec praefatus, fidem firmavit. Nam cum 
mille carros ad vehendos lapidis comparaffet, et 


• Primum hoc pietatis illorum] Vel, ad eandem cum primo 

'KfuTo* lab- 


pietatis exemplan magnitudmem &c. ut x*t* 
intelligatur. 
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mwmtfttvos ffroActs, xoq To vi fttv h SlSk^as otxcSb~ 
(um, mpoo s Si nxTowts, Wltro tvs \jtm ntvvs, 
kir<tvTcov aura vrpojoftas tsrpotvTpt7nofievav. 

y. l Avi\av Si rous apycLiovs %(uAu>v$, xoq %&- 
rtiCaAo/xtvoi tmpovs, tnt ajutuv rov vuov vryupt, ftvxu 
fitv txstrov ovm mrypv, to S' thpos uxocn wtpirlois, 
k ov$ To xfovu cw*(*m.vrav tav JtfuAiov umCv. 
Xoq touto fitv 1 xct m to us Ntpavoi xoupous rxeyt^uv 
tyvmxufuv. ClxcSbfuftn Si o veto s tx Atjov fit* A* u- 
k av n xoq xpampav, to fiiy&os vtaarav rftpt 7nm 
Xcq tacocn rnrytts tm (jukxoSj ox.ru Si v^os, tv pos Si 
crept xoq imros auToo xoq tvs j3cur»- 

Aixnf ffToots To fttv tvStv xoq tvBtv mmivomlov, v^v- 
AotoTov Si to fitaa. mltov, as Tiptortlov tx nroAAav 
amSlav «wq toi> tw> ^>pxv vtfjvofttvots, /totMov ft 

h At ouuSb^Mv] Vocem in fuo codice haboifle 

videtur Epipban. qui vertit,y£</ */ qunfdam element arios, alios au - 
fabros lignarios eruditos ad Umpli fabric am bortabaiur. E*r»- 
TafoK oixofo/Aot/f legendum cfle conjicit Montacutius in Origiqsbas 
Eccl. p. 49* et xaTarvxraf oik. in Antidiatriba p.247. Vcrura li- 
cet utrumque ferri poffit (ant h*r*(ag ex conje&ura Cottier it in 
Mon. Eccl. Gr. vol. 2. p. 245.) vox omoxytoy* repugnat Joje- 
pbo , qoi poftea dicit rov h *aov ha rat U qtat outoh>(4.v&*mf. 

* A nXap h rove ag%ouove SiftiXiot;?] Templum (at ait Grot itt 
lib. 5. de Ver. Chrift. Rel.) non ex ruinis refufeitatum fuit, fed 
paulatim per partes innovatum : qualis mutatio facit idem tem- 
plum appellari. Huds. Ex his verbis nonnolli collegeront 
hoc quod ftruxifle dicitur Herodes aedificium, habendum efle 
pro templo novo et quidem tertio, quod diftin&um erat a tem- 
ple fecundo, quod aedificarunt Hebrsei reduces fadi ex Babylo- 
nia. Verum Judaei ipfi (quorum tamen maxime intererat hoc 
templum, fi fieri potfet, tertium appellare, at ita Mefiiat nof- 
ter dki non pofTet venifTe ftante illo templo, quod a Zorobabele 
et fociis ejus conditum fuit) templum hoc, ud ab Herode erat 

exaedificatum. 
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decern permffimorum opificum millia delegiflet, 
et mercatus mille facerdotibus veftes facerdotales, 
eos partim lapides partim ligna fabricare docuiflet, 
opus aggreflus eft, omnibus diligenter prasparatis. 

3. Sublatis autem veteribus fundamentis, et 
ja&is aliis, templum fuper eis erexit in longitudi- 
nem cubitorum centum, in altitudinem totidem et 
viginti amplius, qui viginti aliquanto poft con* 
ftdentibus fundamentis retro cefferunt. Atque 
hoc, quicquid erat , attollere decreveramus Neronis 
temporibus. Aidificatum autem eft templum ex 
lapidibus candidis et Hrmis ; et fingulorum mag- 
nitude erat in longum ad cubitos circiter quinque 
et viginti, in altitudinem o&o, in latitudinem 
vero circiter duodecim. Eratque totum templum 
(quemadmodum et regia porticus) utraque parte 
depreflius, medio vero editius, adeo ut a multis 
ftadiis regionis incolis confpicuum effet, maxime 


exsdificatum, ct dcin a Tito verfum fuit, nunquam alio nomi- 
ne in Talmude et aliis feriptis nuncupant, quod feiam, quam 
W DO Templum fecundum. Chriftiani autem nequeunt ullo 
modo dubitare, quin templum uti Herodes illud renova vit idem 
fiierit, adeoque templum fecundum appellandum, ac illud 
quod Zorobabel excitavit, quoniam ftante eodem illo templo 
lecundo, quod Zerobabelis opera conftitutum ell, Meffias ve- 
nire debuit, uti Haggai cap. 2. praedidum ell. Si autem Tern* 
plum tertium et plane novum haberi debeat, ac diverfum a fe- 
cundo, quomodo Chrillus venit ftante Templo fecundo ? De- 
nique num cultus facer unquam legitur in templis fuifte tem- 
pore Herodis ? quod fadum oportuit, ii Sandum et Sandum 
Sandorum plane nova fada funt, fublatis veteribus. Rel. 

k Ov* tv <rvin£ri<?a,rrv* tv* StfA&uv* vmi &>] Verfio noftra et 
•(enfus poftulat ut lit ellipfts vocis xccra ante ovs. Integre enim 
ovq — vnr&i y. Hanc rem pro impoflibili habet Villalpandus 
ad Ezecb. tom. 2. p. 577. 

1 Kara tow Ni^wrof Vide Lib. 20. c. 8. et Tomicllum ad A. 
M. 4082. et UJferium ad A. M. 3987. 

* B tt K«t 


Digitized by v^ooQle 



IO Ft AVI! JoSEPHI 

tuti m mg . t twLvnov oixoums » vfoouvW 'Rioter* 
®3op*s J't vm mis eu7©*ffej5 uuv ms oTrepdoptot*, wok 
e^ooms t$» vo«, arowtiAais tummiT/u.eLai x.tx.oc(sirro. 
Tit /Uev ccv3» ctAoopyecrc, kiovols <?' twtpcurfimii. xec- 
3wot«f9t» <T’ cu/7«y 0 t/To Tois Spiy^oi/iaunv, afitCiXos 
JVmwro ^pwnt, rows j&rrpo* ctorpaptyttovoo* r^owm* 

X.«H TOO [IVyiSwjS XOtf THS TT^WlS 7WS uf'WMTlV, 

otov tv troAoTEAe«* tjjs oAhs 7b xo.twtk quomSiv »i/,‘ 
orepeAn/iCave /e xaj <jeous /tteyifous p 7 w moj/ atcaLv- 
to, wpos tw avctAoyiocK t'7nrmJ'uMiv, Jtoq tos Ja- 
VtLvttS tov nrpi* 07r«p€aM.o/te>-o$ 1 <w oox ctMof 77 * 
WWi < < nx.4xo<r i u)i>uvoc| Toy vetoy. 1 J 1 ’ wo# /*«- 

>«Aoo Ter^oos, at/TO ft to myas epyov pxyvjov olv- 
Spaarois «tx.ooff5>ivoq. Ao<pos nv creTpax/' ms, avavTns, 
Dftftd Tfpos toiS eaois Repeal tms TToAtas 07r7ioo^aj»o* 
cm tw x-opo^w ctxpav. tovtov T 0 Trparros »jCm»k /Sct- 
caAeoms ZoKofiuv, xoct’ «7rtppeatw too ©«oo, ,«*- 
)«Acus «p)«c7ious HL'Ki'Xtc^iv clvoSiv to. are pi ttjk 

cucpcti/, ct 7 T«T&t^i^ <Tfe jytTa^sy 6770 TTS pi^iS «cp^o- 

/uenos, w /2tt5t»* mpi3« <p«tpcty$, TytTa AiCa t«us 
oroTpat* /xomCJ'u Sififitvcus srpos etMaAot* otiroAct/u- 

" K«t ip* mo? oweowrrif] K*t i»*mo» dicit, ut orient&lem 
plagam defignet. VEmpereur dc Menfur is Templi. 

n 0u^a( Ji] Cam hsec dicit (inquit VEmpereur) non exterio- 
rem, fed interiorem portam, quae ad fanum ducebat, intelligi 
vult. 

4 Tvo tok ^go cum Seldeno, (Lib. 2. de 

Jure Naiune et Gentium , c. B. p. 234. ) proban te P***/e in 
Ammadns* Tom. 4. p. 134. wt to* r^x w t tMa% Greeds omni- 
bus. In veriione Epiphami omittuntur. —Two to** fyyxupMffn, 
Su& muri coronulis , hoc efk* in fronte fupra fores % ut explicat 
Seldenus . * To» 
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Ci qui ex adverfo habitarenc aut eo accederent. 
Fores in ingreflu cum ruperliminaribus, ipfi fano 
aequales, aulaeis multicoloribus ornatas habebat, 
quibus erant et flores purpurei et columns intexts. 
At fupra hasc iub muri coronulis vitis expanfa 
erat aurea, cum racemis ex ilia fublime pendenti- 
bus ; ea quad materiae profufione fafta, ut aipici- 
entibus tarn magnitudine quam arte ftuporem in- 
cuteret. Quin et templo univerfo circumdedit 
porticus ingentes, proportionis rationem habens, 
et fumptibus majores fuperans, ut nec quifquam 
alius videretur ita ternplum exornaffe. Ambae 
autem magno innitebantur muro : ipfe vero mums 
opus omnium quae homines auditu acceperunt 
maximum. Collis erat petrofus, arduus, ad ori- 
entate urbis latus fenlim ac leniter refupinatus uf- 
que ad fummum ejus faftigium. Hunc collem So- 
lomon, qui primus in nos regnavit, fuperne ad 
verticem muro circumduxit, Dei ipftus inftindhi t 
immo et infeme, a-fadicibus ejus incipiens, quibus 
ad libem circumjefta ell; vallis admodum depreffa, 
eundem vallavit faxis grandibus plumbo inter le 
vin&is, temper aliquid lpatii intus concludens, et 

p Top pomp avurra ] Eft qui lie diftingoit, top pomp, dvarr* 
tjjp woXiyiap. 

q AfAjQv y nerttf] Videtur efle EUipfis praepofitionis in, ut fit 
*fjUpu y w*9 in fxtyaMv rn^ot;; . 

* “o uvf&rof ifWf B&grOvHxmf. XoXo^urp] Primus fcilicet t ftlfpC 
Davidica. Alibi etiam Solomonem primum ponit in ferie Re- 
gum. Dicit (1. 20 . c. 8.) opus fuiftc Solomonis, rov irptrrovht- 
pofupov ro ovfAtreur »xpor, et (lib. 6, de Belle Jud, C. 6.) rou £o- 

tofAUfOf 0$ Xt*\ TOP POOP IXTW|. 
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Flavii Josephi 

Gavciv <ltc o tvs tort yap as, xoq nrpoGauvav us 0et- 
Bos, os' etTopoK tivoof to, ti (jl» yt%s tvs oocoJ'ofjuns >tot| 
to thjjos TiTf<ty 0 vou ytvofxtvvs, as ta fuv (JLtytBv Tav 

XlJttiV Ct/710 [AtTWltOU H$.1aL TVv VTTVpAVUAV opota^tt|, Tot 

J'' ivros <ri / «pa ^iwtpxMfffitva avvtyuv Tots ip fioyas 

COUWITOOS T« WAVTl yfOVO. TXS J'’ «p)«OW$ OOTO 
avvartr ovCT^S us AKpoy Toy Xo<pov, ATCtpyaaountvoS 
ctoToo rw Hopvtpw, xoc| Tct xtfiAct Tav Ttpi to turbos 
tfjeTtXvffi obi, I OD7ftSbv TOIS \Sf-T(t THI/ tonpAvueu Tvy 
avct xjol | Aeiov tmiyyit. tooto Jt xv to wav onp i€o- 
A o«', TiTTotptfv ffTa.J'iav tov kukXov tyav, * ex$WT>iS 
yv vuH otaJiov juyikos atoXa/uGa v ovofi s. «v/oTipa» J't 
TOUTOU XMf WAp CtOTtyV TAV CLX.pa.V OtMo TUyOS AVO 
Xfyvov wtfi%, Y& rot fliv eaxv pAyiv, mpMW To 
Tixyu otoav tyav JWAw, tv fiioa too vta itTvyvy- 
ytoToS, Atpopaouv us to 15 Bvpou; qjjtqv. TotoTw "ToA- 
Aot j8ctoiA«5 01 orpoajtv scstTe^xtoouratv. too J' Itpou 
jntvTos w tv xox ,Xa 'KVTV/yy.tvA cnatXx /SotpCotpotct, 
xot| Totorat *cu»Tot QamXtuS HpaJns <m3xu, ■w'po*- 
5e<5 00 a. >toq T®v ApotCav «ActC«v. 

KotTct <ffe tuv jSop uov ocXtupAv, <wpo7raAi5 ty- 
>a»«o5 eoepx»5 «T*Twp£i<rT0, eTiapopos o^opown. Toto- 
tw 01 7rpo Hpa/oo too Atmftoveuav ytvovs f&auoiXus 
xaj Apyitpus axcJi/jumx-v, xa\ t /3apw exstAeo-ctv ®s 
«tw t»v lepxraw' «toToi5 ot7i»xe«r c )tt| aToAxv, "w oToty 

4 Exarnif ?*>«**] Utioquoque latere inter angulos, 

* £<Xf»r] Cf. Antiq . Lib. X. C. XI. §. 7 . Spanh. 
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alte progrediens, adeo ut immanis eflet magnitudo 
pariter ac profunditas ftrudurae, forma quadran- 
gulari fa&ae, ut vaftitas quidem lapidum a fronte 
quoad fupcrficiem in conlpe&um veniret, interiora 
vero ferro fimnata compagines in omne aevum in- 
divulfas habcrent. Opere ita continuato ut fum- 
mitati collis jungeretur, cum verticem illius ali- 
quantulum laevigaflet et cavitates intra murum 
comprehenfas repleviflet, fuperficiei partibus quae 
forte eminerent totum aequavit et ad planum rede- 
git. Atque univerfum hoc feptum erat, quatuor 
ftadiorum in circuitu, unoquoque angulo in lon- 
gitudinem ftadium comple&ente. Interius deinde 
ipfum verticem ambit alius murus lapideus, ad 
orientale quidem latus duplicem fuftinens porti- 
cum pari cum muro longitudine, fpedantem ad 
januas templi, quod ad medium ejus conftitit. 
Hanc multi priorum regum adornaverant. Porro 
circa templum undique fixa erant fpolia peregri- 
narum gentium, atque ea omnia rex Herodes de- 
dicavit, additis etiam quae ab Arabibus ipfe re- 
portarat. 

4. Ad feptentrionale autem Jepti latus arx con- 
ftruda erat quadrata, bene munita atque egregie 
firma. Hanc qui Herodem anteceflerunt, Afa- 
mona?o prognati, reges et facerdotes, aedificarunt, 
et Barim appellarunt, ut ibi ftola facerdotalis illis 


■ *H» heu hn 9v#»] Videfis Seringbamum in Cod. Joma, 


p. 152. 
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J'tij SvUV, Tom (JtMOV 0 cLprgtptVS <LfttpmwTet\. TcLimv 
o ficunAws tfpoi'Hs npvte%tv tv to tvxo, X5H fmm 
THv txetvov mAunwv r v7n 'Pcojjux.ms w, mv 

TiCepwu KoUffotpos yjpovuv* tm toutw <Tfc w OynsA- 
Aios o m is 'Evpia.s irytfta v, V7n^(Mvm.s mis IepoorAu- 
f ms , hZ&fitvou mu 'XAnJcvs aumv A&fnepol&lat, now, 
JiAov ouumvs ms WTtoiiwt, a.achfaur^, vnu sapejot.- 
Atovcv tjjv lipetv tmAw trm thv tw mv t^oumetv *yu>, 
♦ypeuj* 7npi mumv TtCtput K.*wwpi, xa inwi «n- 
rp«%f>t* imptftuvtv ii t%oma. ms Itpunus omAms 
mis IouSbuois, lA&yjp vnAtuTumv o (inmAtvS x Ay po- 
ints. /Arm. mumv <ffc Kaurajos AoyfivoS, o mv Zuptav 
Tom SiotKuv, X2H. Koumnos Q&Sbs, o ms IouSkuts 
vmrpoTCos, KtAvuouoi tovs Io uSkious as mv r Avmvuu> 
K5tm^sa^t| tw <ttoAw* P o/mious yap turns tivaj 
J'uv xvpiovs, ks-Jus OH xsrpampov miv. ottfntwnv ouv 
IouJkioi TTpetrCaS wpos KAauuUov Keuuttpat Tipt Tou- 
iuv isap<msLA.tmvJu.s. ov avolCavtov, *• vtampos J0at- 
aiAixjs Aypnems, «v Vofaf 'nry^a.vav, cummftms 

tSTfitpal TOU OUlTOXpcLTOpaS mv tU'OUGULV tAg.CtV, tVTtl- 

A ttftmv OvimAAia to ms Xvpuzs ovm <r Tpatnryo. 


* *Yo» Pupautt *>] Arche lai tempore penet Judsos fuifle 
dicit, 1. xviii. 

w OmViXXiof inT^r] De hoc Vitellii fadto infra lib. 

tiii. c. 5. $. 3. et lib. xx. c. 1. §. z. ftolam Pondficalem in 
Antonia Arce fervatam Sacerdotibus in Templo cuftodiendam 
permittit. Juffi poftea Judxi ftolam denuo in Antonia repo- 
nere. Stola Pontificialis arce prope Templom aflerrari foKta, 
Judaeis fub Imp. concefla. Eadem fub Claudio primo in Arce 
Antonia, porta: junioris Agripps cuftodiae. Spahh. 

* Ayptm] 
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reponeretur, quamipfe pontifex, duncaxat cum 
erat facienda res divina, induere folebat. Hanc 
llolam rex H erodes eo in loco cuftodivit, et poll 
ejus obitum fuit in poteftate Romanorum, ufque 
ad tempora Tiberii Caefaris. Sub eo Vitellius 
Syri® praetor, cum Hierofolyma veniflet, et a 
populo honorificentiflime exceptus fuiflet, volens 
eis gratiam referre, ipfe, quoniam obfecrarunt ut 
Jacra ftola illis in poteftatem permitteretur, hac de 
re fcripfit ad Tiberium C®farem, atque ille earn 
conceffit eis : manfitque penes Judxos ftolae facer- 
dotalis poteftas ufque ad deceffum regis Agripp®. 
Poft eum Caflius Longinus, qui turn Syriam ad- 
miniftrabat, et Cufpius Fadus, Jud®® procura- 
tor, Jud®is imperarunt, ut ftolam ponerent in 
Antonia : debere enim Romanos earn penes fe 
habere, ficut antea. Quamobrem Jud®i legatos 
ad Claudium C®farem miferunt, earn rem depre- 
caturos. Qui cum Romam perveniffent, juvenis 
rex Agrippa, qui turn illic erat, perfecit fuo ro- 
gatu apud imperatorem ut earn illis poteftatem 
traderet, hoc ipfo Vitellio in mandatis dato, Syri® 
tunc pnetori. Antea erat fub figillo pontificis et 

* A^nraraj] Aft. xix. v. i. dicitur Herodes, quam Syrut 
refte appcllat Agrippam, magni Herodis filiiun, ex qua fami- 
)ia quotquot erant, communi nomine Herodes vocabantur. 

* A 9 TU 9 iat] Confer de Antonia Arce prope Templum, lib, 
XVIII. c. 5. §. 3. 

* '0 mrrigof ffaciXt vs Aypimrat ] Filius ejus Herodis Agnppae, 
de quo fupra hac ead. Seft. et Aft. 12. vide Grotium ad Aft« 

lS,J - 
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16 Fiavii Jose ph i 

‘wportpov /’ mv into atpfcLy^be tow Afyttptas jjjtf xav 
ya(p<pi>Aaxov, trpo (jluls outputs b tm S eopms, ext 
tmv Pa/ouav ^powpapp^ov ctvctCatvovrw o»' ya^/pvAa- 
xki } \34 yjf.'m/Mv'favovTis tmv lau/rav trpp&yiSbi, tmv 
ctoAmv fKa/iQ^vov. «T* ecw^is tmS eopTMS orapeASou- 
WS, «lf TOV CUiXOV HOfXiffa.VTiS T07KV, TO £pOW- 

potp^M / yearns c avftpuTov tmv appa}*^, joum- 
5 «vto. tout a ftiv o wv d t;7ro to’j 9Tet5ot/5 Tav «th- 
ffw/tCeCjpcoTtav or<tpe^MAa9M. tots cT’ owv o Tav Iow* 
Sitiov QajJiAuis Hpa^Vts towtmv tmv jSctpiv o^/pa- 
npAv nf.TO/mujACAS t vrc a.c<p<tAua. XSH 0wA«xm TOW 
i«pow, ^a.pt^ofitvos Avi ntvto, piAo ju.«v aurrov Pafuuuv 
Si cip^ovn, arpo<m)flpev<nv AviavJctv. 

Ev A to is £o- 7 repioi 5 ^ueptoi tow ©eptCoAow, m>- 
Aocj Tioaapis eptoT&cmv, m /m«v eij Tct /3aoiA«* to- 
vowaa., tms ev <U£aa> papctyfos us SioSov axuAoujuuhis, 
aj Si Sbo us to ■arpoa.ffTuov, ti Aewro Si us tmv «cA- 
Amv otoAiv, (ZatSfum TroMai s H$.tu tm us tmv pot- 
pccyfct SiuAhhimm, <54 <*oro toutmJ <tva taAiv ext 
tmv TTpaffCouni'. ctvTOtpu >ap m ttoA is ikuto tow /epow, 
^saTpoei^s owtftt, Brepie^o/<evM (ZolSucl paLfctyH ng.m* 
‘XAV to votiov JcAi/wt. to <ffc Tivxflov ocwtow fie rontovy 

* II{0T*{0’ ■■ - ■■■ " ■ Confer Lib. xvi 1 1 . c. 5. §• 3 « 

Spanh. 

b Tur *o§m] Notat P. Molina us in Fate fuo, c. 25. ftolam 
June tribus tantum feftis folennibus, fc. Pafcbatis , Pentecoftes % 
et T abernaculorum, pontifici traditam fuifle. 

c "Lvfjufup or] Ita reponi juffi ex L. B. quum magis convenire 
hue videatur, quam Vulg . ha&enus wpQvT op, quod dicit rem 

rei 
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Jdcri zrarii quaeftorum : et pridie feftorum ibant 
quaeftores ad praefe&um Romani prsefidii, et agnito 
fuo figillo earn auferebant. Deinde rurfum feftis 
tranfa&is in eundem locum referebant, et, figillo 
quod concordabat cum oftenfo praefidii prsefe&o, 
illic earn deponebant. Et haec quidem ex iis qui 
poftea acciderunt cafibus declarata funt. Verum 
hanc turrim Herodes rex Judseorum tunc muni- . 
tiorem fecit, ad templi fecuritatem et cuftodiam » 
et in gratiam Antonii, amici fui et Romanorum 
imperatoris, nominavit Antoniam. 

5. A fepti autem parte occidental) quatuor erant 
portae, quamm una ferebat in regiam, valle in- 
teijacente ad tranfitum intercepta et complete ; duae 
in luburbium ; poftrema in aliam urbem, multis . 
gradibus diftintta, ut in vallem defcendatur, et 
deinde ab ea rurfus eflet afcenfus. Nam urbs po- 
fita erat e regione templi, fpeciem praebens thea- 
tri, cinfta valle profunda circa latus meridianum. 
Quarta autem pars frontis templi a meridie habebat 
et ipfe portas in medio, fimulque regiam por- 

ret adeo arfte adhaerentem, ut una cum ilia nata atque orta vi- 
deatur. Hie vero agitur de obfignationis cera et figillo obfig- 
nantc, quae quidem duo Temper debent eile feu /team 

convenient ia j at ovpfvla efie nunquam pofiunt. Epipbanius ver- 
tit fimul cum figillii. At Hudf ita, et figillo quod earn eomita- 
batur oftenfo ; pro quo repofuimus, quod concordabat. See. Hav. 

4 Tto tou tradont] Forfaa bi rij et max vp> bttjJbn. 

•C « Kara 
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i8 Flavii Josephi 

To TpoS ftem/iCpucv, ttyt /xtv yy otulo tsvj^s *J (jt 7 * 
fttacv, mt «tor» S\ rm jSanAtXHP soap, rgj.ic\w 

XStltfc /MlXO* i'UHOOtP ttSTO THf 00014 ^ftpflt^Of «n ntv 

tampM, « yap hp tx'mvoq erpoouTipa JbpaTor. opjpr 
/’ up afya.fnryrrcovx.'K** top if »A ta. fttya Ah ^ 
wToj tow THS <pa.pa.yfos &vx\iyu/ua.%f, xcq f ow/ 7 *tp«x- 
tow ustTkf'etv u rtf ewuBev ets top jSwdop umworrot, 
mt (ifttyfyi ipos tv aura 79 th* s*as euvjinuv, as 
M Tlf OWT Ctxpow TOW TOVT»5 T«yOW$ 0/4061 ffWPTi^Stf 
tco / 2 a 3 * iWJewot, axonJ'twfv, ovx. t^ou/uf t\m ms 
*\m»s us Aftirpuxov ran QuBov. Tuovtt /’ uptmuaect 
Xetr ajrtwrryov aAAflAoH m /wutoS tirpa^a* owt- 
JWVro yap 0 Ttuxpros <rro%of AiStoJWwT? rtcyu* 
koj\ Vttyps dp 6KS w'/ow xiopof, «* Tp»$ einawcwrlovlar 
*Mh \stf mf opyqa< arepiAaSttv* /aytos A ttoJW 
«rra x«q eowoi, /iorAn 5 woraAnu^uewtf. **Ah- 

Bos /« ovu'xmtuv /wo j«q «£wmst xcq ei&lov, >uo- 
pntpecpcwp oarrwj top Kopjp^wp rpoorop {7i*£«p- 

yuofjLtvuv yXmpcus, atorAn^ip ha. tup tow 

orapTos )U«>otAfiwp>«ap. Twaapav & crryuv ovrav, 
Tpet< twroAa/tCapowTi 705 £10, /twrjw ^paj 7%i( 
crocus, top <fs 04 /wo srapaMnAa top owtop >*- 
y>vcun Tfoo top, *wpo$ «xst 7 ip «4 nrohas Tf jaxopto, /Ujh 
xoj <Tfe (TTct/iop, w\|o? <fk oroJas w^cp orepTH%oPicb* ths 
A fiwTflS evpos fitv tifu oAiop, w-^os <As JwrAaOTop. aper^t 
)«p 'rtseurrov trap* TO< «uwnpo$*p. «| <fs opo 0 aq 

Kant iiww] /a medio, hoc eft, latert inter angulot. 

f o»* 
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ticum, quae triplex erat, et longitudine ab orien- 
tali valle ad occidentalem ufque pertinebat. Nec 
eijim amplius produci poterat. Opus erat om- 
nium quae unquam fol vidit maxime memorabile. 
Nam cum vallis depreflfa admodum efiet, ut inde 
caligarent oculi cujufquam ex alto in fundum de- 
fpicientis, porticum immanis altitudinis fuper ea 
exftruxit, ut fi quis ex te&i ejus fummitate alti- 
tudinem fimul utramque vifu penetrare vellet, pd- 
riculum eflet ne vertigine corriperetur, priufquam 
vifus ad immenfum adeo profundum pertingeret. 
Quatuor autem erant columnarum feries, ita ab 
uno portieus fine in alterum difpofitae, ut ex ad- 
verfo fibi refponderent, (quarta enim intertextum 
habebat parietem lapideum) atque crafiitudo cU- 
jufque columnar tanta erat, quantam poffent tres 
bominum inter fe contingentium ulnae comple&i, 
longitudo pedum feptem et viginti, duplici fpira 
cutlibet column* fubjefta. Numero autem univeN 
fae erant centum et fexaginta duae, capitellis ipfa- 
rum more Corinthio fculptura obdu<ftis, opere 
omnino magno et mirabili. Cumque quatuor 
eflent columnarum verfus, ex illis tres fpatium io- 
terceptum in portieus dividebant. Harum autem 
forttcuum duae fibi mutuo refpondentes fimiliter 
faftae erant, ut utraque haberet xxx pedes in lati- 
tudinem, in longitudinem vero ftadium, atque in 
altitudinem plus quam quinquaginta pedes ; media 
autem erat latitudine fefquialtera, atque altitudine 
dupla. Nam eas ex utraque parte multum firpe- 
reminebat. Te&a vero fculpturis ligneis profun- 

1 Ovi' Iu cam CcJ. Pat. et non dnbito quin idem 

volnerit Hen. qui ha bet wi’ at urn, in editis alii* * ft tarot. 
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Flavii Joseph! 

I e^nJXJivrcq yA utpcus, voAurpoTCois syy 
fULiav uSlais. xoq to t»S (am if (ZaSoS ton (wfov 
vytfTo, utpmT/jiMfAivov rots eorunvAiois wpofaraore- 
/» w Tor^oo, xMvas t^ovTos ivfihfjtMftmve, xoq £ur- 
■VO V &OLVTOS OVTOf, OS CLTTKrTOTZtTA TOIf OOX ttJWl 

Xoq a to/ tx.orA»%u 3wm toiJ ivTuy^cLvouau uva\. 
Toioulos (itv o orpalos wipiCoXos v\v, tv fturo <ffc a. 7 t\- 
jpv ou WoAu /etmpos, srpooCaTos Ba.5ju.mv oAiyats, 
cm wtpiuj* eptuov Afyvou Spu<p axToo, ypa^w xxvAuav 
eitntvoq rov aMo«9«i, ^varavt? ct'TaAoo/oewis t>is 
(nfucts. tx~£ S' o jutv tvros orep&oAos, xjtTa fa v to 
votiov xcq /Sopeiov xAj/at, Tptariyous ocuAovas, otA- 
AtiAav SltoToTas’ wm. St iiAiou jSoA «<, ewe. rov 
ftvjav, Sx ou mpyufav kyvoi firm, yuvaacuv. too- 
TSpa «fi xsocewoo yuo-a^iv clCcltov hv to ttpov. autvou 
S'' tvSb’n&v TpiTovj oorou rots tepeuciv tun A5 uv t % ov w 

ftOVOlS. 0 VOLOS tv TOUTOpy Xoq 'TpO CUlTOU (ioJUOS W, 
t<p ou Ta? *)u<tich oXsKctuToujutv to 0to. Toutov 
* us ouhva. Tav rpiov o BaoiAtuS HpaStts 'X<tpv\A3tv. 
cxvuvAuto yap oox av itpuiS. aMa xxtv toij tpy>is 
- tol ortyi rat areas x«q tous •aropiCoAeo* Wpay- 
fJULTtutro’ xoq TouiTol oxaSojunav tnatv om 

Too A h vaoo /ia to» «p«»v oixo<Tb l un9«vTo5 
- 1 tvuiUTa xoq (WJiv t%, koras o Aao s wrAapai&i japas, 

* in ovbia] Locos hie de mendo fufpeftas, adeo ot forfait 
legendum rouraif us ovhrt^ot 6 ffeuriX. vd rotnyi ik ovhrtgop rw 
ha o &*<r. nifi pvfxos in tm t$w9 numerum veniat, ant aliquid 
exciderit textui de Sanfio Sanfiorum, 

h Naojr] Notandum hie top mm» et to It^ot difUngui, nt ilia 
▼oce <edes if/a five templum p-ofrie dictum, hac vero exterior* 

adificia 
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A n t i q. Lib. XV .Cap. XI. fti 

dis erant exornata, in varias formarum fpecics 
elaboratis : atque medium in majorem altitudi- 
nem eve&um eft, muro frontal; epiftyjiis circum- 
fe&o, et columnis infertis diftin&o, totoque ad 
amuflim polito, ut qui non viderant minime fidem 
iftis haberent, nec fine admiratione a praefentibus 
fpe&arentur. Atque hujufmodi quidem erat pri- 
mum feptum, in medio vero juxta illud etiam al- 
terum, in quod paucis gradibus afcendebatur, cir- 
cundante lapidea maceria, cum infcriptione quae 
vetaret alienigenam intare Tub poena capitis. Ha- 
bebat autem interius confeptum a parte meridio- 
nali et feptentrionali portas tres continuas aquali - 
ter inter fe diftantes ; et ab oriente magnam por- 
tam, per quam mundi cum feminis intrare con- 
fuevimus. Adhuc autem interius erat fanftua- 
rium, quo feminae non intrabant. Et porro in- 
terius erat tertium, quo non nifi facerdotibus li- 
cebat introire. Haec erat aedes, et ante earn altare, 
in quo folida facrificia Deo cremamus. Horum 
trium in nullum ingreffus eft rex Herodes, ab iis 
enim arcebatur, quoniam facerdos non efifet, fed 
totus in eo erat ut porticus et exteriora confepta 
curaret extruenda. Et ifta cxSto annis aedificavit. 

6. Poftquam autem tedes a facerdotibus uno 
anno et fex menfibus exaedificata eft, univerfus 

zdificia et ftruftur* deiignentur. Verum hxc diflin&io non 
psrpetuo obfervatur. 

1 Enmvrf] Etfi ifta totidem annis aedificafte dicatur Herodes, 
non tamen nifi Agrippae junioris temporibus, fexaginta circitpr 
poft Chriftum natum annis, abfolutum cfle totum templi aedifi- 
cium, teftatur Jo/ipbus , 1 . 20. c. 8. Videlis Cafaub . c, Baron . ■ 
in Exerc. xm. n. 22. et L. Capellum in SpiciJeg . in Joannem 
c. i. v. 20. p. 60. et Ufierium ad A. M. 3987. 

k A raxrt?**] 
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1&4 Tow rcvywi WpttTov fliv Tot Bto t Hi arpturtutf 
vmwvlo, fttm Si x.oq TjiJ WfoJv/UM; tow /SacnAeeaf, 
lofvx.Cflv’ns 3tot| Kstreupjytfuj/'res tUf aFaucncnp. o St 
@a.<n\Ui{ Tfi<tx.o<novs fyot Top Bta Bools, x.cq rav 

«lM»P 01 \St7W, «f UtlAfUV' OOV 01% OlOV XI XOV Olpl^UOF 

ei7THv, txjpiuyu yxf to S'twc w*^ ?rpos ctAt&eutp nncw> 
wyotimrloKu yap t» arpo3wy«qi tow srtpt tof va of 
*fyov, Koif xhv ifttpav To B awiAe* Tw ap^if, vv 
<9ow$ utpm^iv, os xcu/rur tA%i»‘ xxtf trtpmfulaxtty 
it’ *L[4$oiv mv iopxnv 

K<txi<rmiaur$t\ St xoq "xpwflx Jlotpw^ T& /Set- 
<HA«s, <p€pou<ret fJLiv etmo xvs Avxuvias (uyji tow «<t«- 
9sf tepow tirpos Dll' avetroAiJoit' 3wp«tv, e<p’ « aura xa\ 
vrvp^pv ng.xi7x.txja.aiVy Iva Slot xov intoyaiov us 
etuTov o tvievtq, xov ik row Smfjuv noxipwfMv m rots 
/SowtAewai <pu7i&x\ofitvos. AtysToq St, ) yt,T fttewov tof 
xeupop ooooSo(XAv/mo’j Tow faow,- r«f /U«f tyutpcts 6u% 
omf, » cTi raw wfy yv/ta°jv^ rows oft&pous, is ft* 
xotAwottj «n> epyop. x.«c| towtop Too Aoyov ot o'ci'reptj 
>r/tMF tyetpeibotetF. ow/’ e<rr»F etifurTOF, e< xoq Tp6£ 
Tot# CtMctS fTJcTfcj TlS ift^aveULS TOW © eow. Tec /rtv 
OWF t7«p» TOP FttOF «^«X.o/bpoi3)l TOWTOF TOF TpOTTOF. 

k Akuctk) > »] Gratis orbem reftaume, ut apnd 

Dion. Chryftft. Orat. n. p. j6. Spanh. 

1 n^oSierfts*] Haec Encaenia ab Herode femel font perafta, 6 b 
renovatnm a fe tempi um ; itaqne diverfa font ab EncseniortSn 
fefto (de quo Joan. c.io. T.22.) quae quotannis celebrata erant 
ob reporgatum a Juda Maccabaeo tempi um. 

m Kft nflv h*>gv( ra ?sn)w] Simillknum fiiit inftjtntam Tyna* 
nonun Siciliae, qui in urbe Syracufis tales etiam fobterraneas 

extnixerunt 
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popultK betitise plenus crat, Deoque gratias age- 
fa ant, primum quod tam cito fa&um fuiflet, de- 
lude quod earn operi diligent! am adhibuiflet rex, 
feftum diem agentes, et templi inftaurationem 
fauftis ominibus profequentes. Rex autem Deo 
trecentos boves immolavit j reliqui item pro fua 
quifque facultate v quorum numerum dicere haud 
fas eft, quod ad veritatem quo padto dicendus fit 
nos lateat. Nam acciderat, ut idem eflet dies 
inaugurationis regis, quern celebrare folitus erat, 
ac ille, quo templum fuit abfolutum ; atque adeo 
his doabus de caulis feftum illuftrius. 

7. Praeterea regi fafta eft foffa occulta, ab An- 
tonia ferens ad orientalem portam templi, fuper 
quam etiam fibimet turrim exftruendam curavit, 
ut per fubterranea in ipfam afcenderet, quo cave- 
retur a populo ft quando adverfus reges novi ali- 
quid molirentur. Fertur etiam, quo tempore 
templum conftrucbatur, non nifi noftu pluifle, ne 
opus impediretur. Id quod a majoribus accepi- 
mus. Neque incredible eft, (i quis animum ad- 
vertat ad alia quibus femet nobis patefecerit Deus. 
Et quae ad templum quidem fpe&ant hoc modo 
exaedificata erant. 

extruxerunt cryptaa ; in ea parte qwe Arcadina appellabatur ; 
cujus mirandae adhuc luperfont reliquiae, laodatz a Jo. Bouannt 
in Sjracufii Antijuit, pag. 7. ed. Italae, noftne vero Latins, 
p. 57. atque (ingulari cum cura defcriptse atque depi&e a Vin- 
ctntio Mirabella, in Sjracufis fuit Autijuit, pag*. ed. Italae 79, 
noftne vero Latins 98. Sunt autem hi libri inferti in Thefauro 
Antiq. Sicilis. Ha v. 
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J. A. E R N E S T I. 

D E 

TEMPLO HERODIS it, 

AD AOGAEI Cap. II. io. ET JOSEPHI * 
A. I. XV. EXTR. 


C. D. 

V ERE profedo ct elegafitef Siculus ille 
Diodorus Lib. I. ihit. in ceteris hifto- 
riae laudibus etiam hoc ponit, ut earn quan- 
dam quafi metropolin unrverfae Pbifofopbiae ap- 
pellet, non modo hujus, quae hodie vulgo di- 
citur, fed ejus, quae omni rerum divinarum 
human arumque, omnium magnarum difcipli- 
narum fcientia continetur. Nam profetto nul- 
la propemodum eft do&rina, quae, fi fe fatis 
norit, aut grata efle velit, non cogitur fateri, 
fe hiftoriae non modo commoda et ornamenta 
plurima, fed vitam adeo ipfam debere, eique 
quafi colonico quodam jure obftridam teneri. 
Scilicet, ut hoc fe debere quondam coloniafe 
exiftimabant metropoli quaeque fuae, ut earn 
parentis in modum revererentur, et colerent, 
cui omnia fe debere fcirent, legatos quotannis 

*D in 
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in earn mittcrcnt, facra ibi fa&uros, Ponti- 
fices ab ea acciperent, ejus Legatis primum 
in conventibus publicis locum tribuerent, et, 
fi quando aliam coloniam vellent deducere, 
ejus ducem ab ilia peterent * : lie difeiplinae 
eae, quae maxime ab hiftoria derivatae funt, 
ikbent primum agnofeere origines fuas y non 
fe ctvrox&orctf, ut quondam Athenienfes,,h. e. 
a nulla alia ortas, ex fe natas, ja^ftare y non ar- 
rogantes et improbos homines imitari, quos 
cum fortuna divitiis, honoribus, longe fupra 
parentes extulit, pudere parentum incipit, ut 
eos agnofeere nolint ; ejus porro veluti facra, 
leges, confervare, ea duce in rebus magnis uti. 
Atque id adeo debent facere ftudiofius, cum 
experientia fatis docuerit, omnes illas difei- 
plinas ad interitum ruere, cum primum ea 
vincula, quibus hiftoriae, matri, adftridtae 
lint, rutnpere, et fe <tfi*iropa.s facere cceperint. 
Nam profedlo omnis ilia barbaries, qua difei- 
plinae omnes per tot fecula obfcurata; atque 
deletae jacuerunt, nulla alia ex re nata eft, 
quam e contemtu hiftoriae, earumque lingua- 
rum, quarum fcientiacontjnetur. Quid? cum 
tandem pertaefum eflet tenebrarum illarum, 
$t orto lucis defiderio, barbariei depellendae 


* Vid. Collcda Valef. ad Excerpt. Peirefc. p. 8. unde 
repetiere Hudf. ad Thucyd. I. if. Spanh.de U. Sc P. N. 
ipi IX. 3. . ; 
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cypido injeda effet hooiinibus, nonne ab hif* 
toria pctenda auxilia fuerunt, faciendumquc 
id, qviqd coloniac quondam fecifleqt, ut, cum 
ignis facer, qui e metropoli adlatus in Pryta- 
neo arderet, cafu quodam eflet extindus, non 
aliunde, quam e Prytaneo metropoleos fuae 
repeteretur. Quo magis arbitrpr effe eorum, 
qyi bonis literis docendis tuendifque praefinf, 
in tempore imbuere animus juvenum iis opir 
nionibus, ut de natura difeiplinarum omnium 
rede fentiant, exiftimentque, in iis fine biftpr 
ria, multifque literis effici praeclari nihil poffp. 

Sed hiftoria, quam majorum difeiplinarum 
ftudiofis atque magiftris commendatam efle 
volumus, plurimum refert, quomodo vel dif- 
catur, vel tradatur. Neque enim nos com*' 
mendamus juventuti, aut tradimuseam, quae 
iniit in commemoratione rerum, in vulgari- 
bus libellis obviarum, quae mulicrculis aptipr 
eft, quam eruditis hominibus, neque opys 
magiftro erudito habet ; fed quse per lingua 
rum feientiam e fontibus ipfts dyda fit, ft 
rurfus ad ipfos fontes adducat, amore ipfq- 
rum injedo, et facultate ex iis hauriendi ad- 
juta. Quod fit, cum aliis rebus, turn diligeq- 
tia explanandae confuetudinis loquendi, qua 
biftorici in rebus tradendis utuntur. Id nifi 
fit, aut coeca fide arripient a quolibet narrata, 
aut difficujtatibys quibufdam irretiti, fe expe- 

*D 2 dire 
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dire nullo modo poterunt. Ejus rei cum per- 
multa exempla funt, turn etiam illud, cujus 
memoria mihi renovata eft nuper, cum in 
Tacito recenfendo ad illuftrem ilium locum 
de rebus Judaicis, temploque Hierofolymita- 
uo veniflem, in eoque fubinde Jofephus com- 
•parandus eflet, itemque ante paucos dies, cum 
hiftoriae catholicae elementa enarrans, ad lo- 
cum de inftaurato per Zorobabelem templo 
-delatus, oftenderem, quanta vis adverfus Ju- 
daeos eflet in noto Aggaei vaticinio. Scilicet, 
magna diflicultas oblata eft permultis in loco 
Jofephi, de Herodis M. munificentia adverfus 
templum Hierofolymitanum ; quern, admi- 
randum eft, quam interdum vexent, qui eum 
aut confcntaneum vaticinio Aggaei, de templo 
fecundo, efficere velint, aut ab eo difcreparc * 
fibi perfuaferint. Nam alii aut partepi tan- 
tum aedifleatam ftatuunt, aut inftauratio- 
nem et exornationem tantum majorem fac- 
am efle, praefertim in interiori parte, quae 
rrnn Hebraeis dicitur, veriti, ne non alterum 
templum relinquatur, fi omnia, inprimifque 
deftrudta dicantur : alii, Graece dodio- 
res, cum videant, non fatis commode ita 
intelligi Jofephum pofle, aut fidem ejus in 
hac quoque parte dubiam faciunt, aut, fi eo 
non defeendunt, tamen, dum conciliare eum 
cum Aggaeo conantur, fe laborare indicant. 

Omninq 
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Omriino fupra ccteros infelix fcriptor eft Jo* 
fephus, praeter meritum fuum, cum ob elfe- 
gantiam fit optima fortuna digniffimus. Per- 
pauci funt, qui eum uno tenore jufta cum di- 
ligcntia legant j pauciores, qui tantum He- 
braice, Graece, Latineque (nam has tres lin- 
guas teneri, rede volebat Cafaubonus) fciant, 
ut eum fatis intelligere poflint, ne ex eorum 
quidem numero, qui vel maxime propter dif- 
ciplinae fuae profefiionem, debebant. Cete- 
rum, ut de quoque ejus loco quaeftio aut 
controverfia incidit, ita quifque, infpedo illo 
loco, vel e verfione, vel, fi plus fapiat, e Grae- 
cis, ope Lexici triobolaris adjutus, fortiter de 
eo in utramvis partem judicat. Quamquam 
in hoc fc confolari poflit Jofephus, ipforum 
facrorum librorum fortuna, qui non aliter vul- 
go ab iis tradantur, qui eorum fe interpretes 
ferunt. Ego quidem fpero, me hac fcriptiun- 
cula effedurum, primo, ut nemo dubitare 
poflit, Herodem templum totum a funda- 
mentis aedificafle, deftrudo per partes vetere ; 
deinde, ut appareat, ex confuetudine loquen- 
di hiftorica, omninoque populari, templum 
illud nihilominus fecundum et fuiil'e, et rede 
appellatum efle. 

Ac primum ftudiofos velim animadvertere, 
Jolephum diftinguere perpetuo nuv th Qea, feu 
9Mi et Nacf eft aedes, to Tipms 
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vel Ttfityurfi* alias vocatur, eoque fenfu id ver- 
bum plerumque et in libris facris dicitur. 
IltffcoXos, (quem male Latinus interpres ambi- 
tum interpretatur, paullo melius interdum 
feptum , cujus quippe ufum praeftabant cl vrtft- 
CoAoi,) fuit porticos , bqfilica , oS'lK, {wpcceccv Jofe- 
phus aliquo loco vocat interiorem) eratque 
triplex, ut docet Jofephus : unus extremo ItpS 
fine : alter, qui peregrinos arceret, tertius in- 
tra quem ara et wwr, qui et ’cr^omos dicitur, pro- 
hiberetque aditu omnes, qui facerdotes non ef- 
fent. Horum ratio et ufus debet 

cognitus efie, fi nolis falfa imaginari in mul- 
tis N. T. locis, ubi et ipfi itpv nomine veni- 
unt, ficut apud Jofephum quoque interiores 
ita appellantur XV. n. 5 . Nempe in his 
vpiiGoAoif non modo erant,s-««f. in quihus ftare 
homines, precandi caufa, diflerere inter fe de 
rebus divinis, etiam docere peri ti folerent ; 
fed etiam oeci multi et magni, in quibus 
Dodores legis erudirent difcipulos, fcholaf- 
que haberent : idque imprimis intelligendum 
4e medio. In tali oeco Chriftum inter Doc- 
tores reperercT parentes j Chriftus ipfe, quam- 
quam et in porticibus (ficut Graeci philofophi 
in porticibus Gymnafiorum) doCuit ; Apof- 
toli, Chrifto in coelum fublato, precandi 
caufa conventus egere, Spiritum San&um 
die Pentecoftes coelo mifium accepere, &c. 
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• Tales oeci etiatn apud Graecos ntois adjunc- 
ti : qualis fuit ille Jovis Olympii «7rtrS'o&ft«f > 
in quo Herodotus hiftoriam fuam primum 
pubiicavit, audtore Luciano, *j- in quo rhe- 
tores ofientaturi eloquentiam declatnabant, 
tradente eodem. 4 : Sed hoc obiter di&um fit. 
Jam clare tradit Jofephus, aedificetionem 
ad tcu v et ad -zn^iCa Xxt pertinuifle : et hos qui- 
dem abfolutos annis odo, ilium anno uno et 
dimidio : fandlitatis autem, quae efifet th yctx, 
tam rationtm habit am ab Herode, ut ipfe, 
quamvia aedificator, non ingrederetur locum, 
dum fieret opus, operis autem uteretur in 
eo exftruendo folis facerdotibus, rug 

fttv ouufopxgj v ns ktfUg A TtKToyas, jubens dif- 
cere artes, quibus aedificatio con fiat. At quo- 
tnodo vclov aedificavit ? (nam hunc omnium 
minime volunt totum dirutum, vaoo quo- 
dam, ut videbimus, timore). Id haud am* 
bigue docet Jofephus : mtaKutas to w<*r t^yey, 
deJiruBo toto aedificio ; ne fundamentis quidem 
reli&is : AvtXay rovg afx/uovg S'efwAioof, kou kclta- 
C»A of&iyog tous irtfiovs, revulfs antiquis fundamen- 
tis , & aids pofitis. An haec ullo modo per 
confuetudinem perpetuam loquendi Graeco- 
rum aliter intdligi poflunt, quam volumus ? 


* Videant drones, et quibus opus eft. Lad. de Diea 
Cridc. Sacr. ad A&or. I. 13. 
f In Aedone c. 1 . 

t In Peregrin, c. 32. ubi vid. notam Mofis Solani. 

Nam 


Digitized by v^ooQle 



( 3 ?.) 

Nam fundamentis revulfis et fublatis, prlfti- 
num aedificium ftare per rerum naturam non 
poteft, ad quae eruenda ne per venire quktem, 
nifi deftru&o ante aedificio, licet. KaroCoAy 
autem S-tfuKtut nunquam aliter, nifi dc aedi- 
ficii plane novi initiis dicitur, unde et in facris 
libris de ktktu K«rfuu folemnis formula eft. At- 
que etiam de ipfe aedificatione utitur verbo 
tytipuT : quod ex ufu Graecorum conftante, et 
analogia omnium linguarum, de novo aedificio 
dicitur. Nam et Hebraeis Dip eo fenfu in Pid 
ufurpatur, Efai. LXI. 4. et in Hiphil, Ef. 
XXXIV. 13. et Latinis furgere non nifi nova 
aedificia dicuntur, ut in illo de Carthagine 
Virgiliano, Of fortunatos, quorum jam moenia 
furgunt , fexcentifque locis aliis. Nec verbum 
xctra. cTcetMTewS-ai, in eadem re ufurpatum, ali- 
am vim poteft habere : quod dc plane novo 
opere did, turn aliis innumeris locis debet 
conftare, turn notiffimo illo dc arcae Noa- 
chicae aedificatione, Ebr. IX. 7. xetTtrjuvetn 
xiGarov. Denique, fi Herodes tantum audtis 
fundamentis aliquid aedi addere voluifiet, ad 
priorem altitudinem : nam ita capiunt qui- 
dam verba Herodis de fexaginta cubitis, tern- 
plo ad Salomoneam altitudinis menfuram de- 
ficientibus, quos fe additurum dicit : quale il- 
lud aedificium futurum fuiflet ? Non hoc fuif- 

fet an&Mpa, (Mxove ayvatyov vxi ifjucnu Tr&Xatu ? 
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At quid fist vaticirjro Aggaci, in qu<J Chrif- 
tus: inducilur praeferttia fua illuftraturus tem- 
ptumahecani, quod ab reditu Jqdacorum e 
Chaldaea inftitutum ell? Non ita tfficietur 
tempi urn tertium, ut nonnulli, non modo e. 
Judacis, fed etiam Cbriftianis voluere, ad ni- 
hilumqiac redigetuc argumentom, quod ex eo 
loco adrerliis Judaeorom pertinaciam depro- 
mitur ? Hoc videntur cxiftimaffc, qui fiddnt 
Flaviataae traditionis ill dubium rocarunt ; 
quo maxim® folemrte eft iftultls defc^ndbro in 
Jofepbov cuts fe expedite nefeiunt : qUos redte 
repudixvefe Cellarius, Ctofius, Bafrtagiusj Sed 
ille tifnor, ne ita pugnet cum Aggfteo Jofe- 
phus, idoOeis remediis dcpelletur. Primuni 
igitur animadverteadurti eft, id qu6d jam Qrd-' 
tius moiruit, ad Matth. XXIV. ioit. non. e* 
roinis, hofti liter vaftato fuperiori tcmpld, nec 
totara eodem tenrtpdre, fed per partes, diru- 
tu tn, et reftitutum elfc j cLrirtde habitam ra- 
tions m, ut is, qui a Graeco iater- 

preie Danielis dicitur, quafi tu porenni talon* 
fecrificiorom diets, non interrumperetur, utj 
magnus Scaliger animadvertit, in immortalta 
de Emend. Tetnpp. opens Lib. VI. (cujua 
libri fe»ti Icdlionerti foleo commendare ftu- 
diofis, Qt rentedium multornm errorum, qui- 
bos vuigus tenetor) idque commode poterat 
fieri, cum ara, in qua vidtimae adolercntur, 

* E effet 
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effet Tub dio, media inter van et intimum 
-x ipiCoAov, nec ad ipfam deftrudtio ceterorum 
quicquam pertineret, Sed illud relinqueba- 
tur, ut oftenderentviK magni, haec fufficere, 
tit in confuetudine loquendi popular!, tem- 
pi um ita deftrudtum reftitutumque a priori 
non diftingueretur, fed nomine atque ap- 
pellatione cum eo confunderetur : id quod 
nobis efficiendum fumfimus. Ei rei autem 
non modo hoc prodeft, animadverfum illud 
jam aliis, quod Judaei ipfi, inque his Jofe- 
phus, alter um tcmplum, non tertium a Tito 
▼aftatum dicunt, fed etiam, quod exempla 
fimilia e fcriptoribus antiquis proferri poflunt. 
Hujus generis illud eft, quod apud Taciturn 
H. III. 24. Antonius, dux Flavianaruin parti- 
um, tertiae legionis milites admonct, ut fab 
M. Antonio Part bos, fab Corbulone Armenios, 
nuper Sarmatas pepulijfent. Si haec ad vivum 
refecare quis velit, non ita fuere. Etcnim ex 
iis, qui fub Antonio aduerfus Parthos bella- 
verant, nemo dudum fuperfuerat. Sed quia 
legio tertia nunquam neque tota caeia, neque 
ignominiae caufa diffoluta, et deiti tota fimuL 
nova fa&a fuerat, fine ullius offenfionc aut rc- 
prehenfione, ne admirante quidem quodam 
aut haerente, tunc quoque tertianis tribue- 
bantur, quae olim fub Antonio duce fatta 
fuerant. Hierofolyma bina tantum fuifie fatis 

convenit. 
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convenit, et altera effc a Tito everfa. Atqui 
eo tempore, quo eft deleta urbs, non credibile 
eft, ullam reliquam domum fuifle ex iis, quae 
ftatim ab reditu Judaeorum aedificatae fuc- 
rant? Altera Roma Temper di&a eft, quae 
poft Gallicum incendium fuit, etli nulla e 
prifcis aedibus refidua. Fert enim hoc perpe- 
tua omnium linguarum ratio, ut, quae paulla- 
tim, et per partes, cum nulla ante hoftili aut 
incendii vi deleta Tint, inftaurentur, non dif- 
tinguantur ab iis, quae ante fuerint, fed pro 
iisdem habeantur. Navis ea, qua Thefcus 
Cretam vedus erat, ad Minotaurum tollcn- 
dum, falvufque redierat cum fuis, confervata 
erat ab Athenienlibus, ufque ad Demetrii 
Phalerei tempora, dicebaturque efte eadem, 
qua Thefeus ufus fuifiet. At qualis ilia erat, 
quomodo fervata ? Nempe, veterc ufque ma- 
teria exemta, et nova immifta 5 ut Demetrii 
quidem aetate ne feftuca quidem ex ilia vetere 
reftaret. Et tamen vulgo orancs Thefei na- 
vem dicebant. Soli Philofophi, argutias cap- 
tantes, ut folent, dubitationem movere, et 
ne hi quidem ferio, aut confenfu j vulgari 
confuetudine loquendi plus valente dialedi- 
corum vanitate, popularem loquendi rationem 
ad fcholae fubtilitates revocantium. utt tois 
<p«Awre<pov, inquit Plutarchus *, us rcr cu£optm 


* Ib Thefeo. p. 10. 
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ttyum ireujet&ryp* r\ fA#iev ****»♦ TW 
y.ip x (ifs ** WTQt hiPftvvc rtur# Atyiw#* 

Scd erunt, qui hate fibincm fatisfacere di-y 
cgpt, in bac certe eaufa, propter verba Hebraic* 
tWWri ronnon, in quibug n tffieiat demonf* 
tratjpnfn) wpifa r, quae quafi digit© fafta, non 
ftp# aliud, qoam illod ipfum, quod Aggaeus 
ob peulos habuerit, acdificium intelligere. Ve-» 
TURi huie difficultati admodum facile eft occur* 
reft. Primum, vulgarc illud de vi 71 prae- 
ceptum non agnofco : ncc pqterunt ugnofeere, 
qui vel leviter attendent. Hoc ipfo Aggaei loco 
toturn diflblvitur. Etenim, 6 ifta vi6 eft ejua 
iiterae* dicapt niihi xnagni Grammatici, quo* 
modo Aggaeus templum Salomoneum, quod 
ante tot an nog inccndio abfumtum fuerat, vo* 
care pqtuerit et ipfum fttil n*3T1 (ft vef- 
tr-um , inqpit , viderit tHH nia32 rtW IV3J1 
Ptipdt audirt velim, quidnam per doraum 
bancce intellexerit Vates, quid iftis verbia 
dtmqnftraverit ? Aedem haud dubie, *73’?V 
Ita enim dicupt. At iftam aedem Chriftua 
non potuit fua praefenti* illpftrarc. Etenim* 
qum fttcerdos non edict, per legem Mofaieam, 
quam ilie non neglexit, (etenim non impune 
tuliftet) ingredi in aedem ipfajn non potuit, 
neque unquam in ea fuit : fed tantum in ex* 
terioribua vtf£>o\on. Hoc eft templum, haec 
eft domus, quam docendo illuftriorem vetere 
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reddidit : ut faepe miratus fim, quare difficile* 
lint non nulli in concedendo, veto* a funda- 
mentis aedincatum efle, ubi Chriftus nun- 
quam fuit, faciles in externis partibus templi, 
quae fedes propria gloriae ejus fuit, quam 
Chrifti praefentia et fapientia templo fecundo 
attulit. Cur non et has tantum magnificentius 
exornatas pugnant, ut illud n, jadtatam vim 
fuam obtineat. At JVIH vocat, ouwr, quod de 
aede, non de vtpiGofais intelligendum videtur. 
Immo nihil impedit, e confuetudine facrarum 
literarum. Cum Chriftus numularios et vic~ 
timarum vend! tores ejiceret templo, ab iis, 
querebatur, u kov irqonvxn s converfum in fpe- 
luncam latronum. At ifti homines diverfa- 
bantur in porticibus, quae tamen, quia fer- 
vire precibus, quas pro fe quifque faceret, et 
^imilibus rebus, ad facra pertinentibus, debe- 
bant, ac folebant, redte owes V vocan- 
tur, et vel maxime intelliguntur. 

His breviter difputatis, arbitror planum 
fadtum, quod propofuimus, nihil elfe inter 
Jofephum et Aggaeum diflenfionis : et Chrif- 
tum tamen in altero templo docuifle, etfi ab 
Herode totum novum fadtum lit. 
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L. S. 


Bumretitam pntctiat Qgm&jliaa. 

C UM viderem Jofephi, gravifllmi fcriptoris, 
fidem diflertatione quadam edita, quam iu- 

} >eriore libello ad partes revocavi, . ctiam de rebuS 
ui temporis acriter impugnatam, fed crimination 
nibus, quas dilui pofie levi opera vel ab ipfa Fla- 
vian! loci, de qua difputatur, leftione exiftimareriii 
vifum fuit fubjpngere excerptum ex . Antiquitati- 
bus Judaicis, quo continetur Templi inftatirati ab 
Herode narratio, fimulque Ernefti Diflertationem 
de tfemplo Herodis Magni repetitam ex Opufcults qua 
Pbilologicis. Et cum pateret plurlmos errores fub- 
oriri ex male intelle&a ratione Templi folere, nec 
reperirem, qui de ea re melius conluleret eodem 
Ernefto, in prcftantiftima utiliffimaque ejus Infti* 
tutione Interprets Novi Tejiamenti, quoniam in 
his terris non fatis obvius eft liber, leftorem ob- 
fervatione Ernefti per me carere nolqi. 

Ecce illam igitur : * SacrorUm omnium ratio, et 
multa jpraeterea loca Novi Teftamenti non bene 
intelligi poffunt fine notitia Templi, quod ab He- 
rode Magno per partes deftruftum et reftitutum 
eft. In quo rurfiis fruftra fides detrahitur Jofepho, 
facerdoti, qui illud Templum viderat, non hifto- 
ricis argumentis, fed metu ne ea res obfit nobili 
loco Haggsei 2. 10, de templi fecundi dignitate : 
cum eajofephi narratio bene conveniat teftimoniis 
apud Matthaeum, 24, 1. et Joannem 2, 20. Sed 
nos ilium etiam metum inanem effe demonftravi- 
mum in Prolufione de Templo fecundo ad Hag- 
gxi locum. In templo autem cognofcendo nihil 

atdnet, 

• ?. *47. ed. teitia. 
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attinet, imitari cos, qui in Salomonei templi de- 
fcriptione tota conftitucnda fruftralaborarunt. Nam 
etfi Jofcphus fcriptor eft erudftus difciplinis et arti- 
bus, a quo accurata defcriptio erat fperanda : ta- 
men rci natura non patitur, talium operum, prje- 
fertim magnorum et e multis partibus nexotum, 
defcriptiones tales fieri, ne ab architefto quidem 
dicendi perito, ut fine figuris plane intelligi, et inde 
forma eor'um accurate vel cortcipi vel pingi poffit : 
quod patet exemplis defcriptionUm talium apud 
difertiffimds et pertiflimos fcriptores, etianh Vitfu- 
viuiii et Plinium, cujus villas hemo adhuc potuit 
eX fcjuS defcriptione, ita exprimere, ut peritis fa- 
ttefageret, , 

Itaque fatis erit ad intelligendum, rio/Te pritttutq 
difcrimen **ou et Ugov, deinde partes rtiajofeS, vxov, 
in quo et to *y»o> fobs faceraotlbus patfcrfs, cufrt 
facris nonnullis (Ebr. 9.) de quibus non poeniteat 
Deylingium Ob/ery. II. n.47. legifle, et eJvrou, ill 
quod Jolt Pontifici, una modo die (anrii,) feiriel lrt r 
gredi fas erat, ut rurius Philo beg. ad Caium p.1035. 
tradit, non quater , ut magiftris Judaicis vulgo cre- 
djtur : circumjeftam porro aream, in qua ara, ubi 
facrificia et preces faftae, quo non adire liceret, nifi 
Sacerdoti et Eevitae : atria deinde caetera, bafili- 
cas nobiliores, in hiftoriis facris merrioratas, fet lo- 
ricas vel fepta, quibus atria diremta, hoc eft, lbb- 
ftruftiones, in quibus oeci plures (Aft. 1, a.) fer- 
vientes ccetibus dilcentium, precantiumve, diaetae 
et cubicula ad ufus Sacerdotum et Levitarurh Xn- 
nugyiat tempore, gazophylacium, &c. Quibus 
bene notis, licebit in fingularum rerum commemo- 
ratione, ad fuum quaeque locilm et ufurn referre, 
ne morum noftrorum cogitatione conturbemur, et 
ineptas res comminifcamur contra hiftoriam, et 
templi rationem j cujus generis multa me audire et 
legere memini, quae commemorare non eft necefle. 
Alia, quae e magiftris Judaeorum minute petferun- 
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tur tel commentitia font, vd Interpret* nihil pro 
font. Ha&enus Erneftus. Confercndum efle quo- 
que de cfifcriminc inter to »tfo» et m hw, copiofe 
ailigenterque exponentem Kypkenium in Ob/. Sacr. 
T. I. p. 136. fq. mo net Krebfius in Lexico Novi 
Xtjbmmtt, V. 'Iijw. 

. Praeterea volur Jofephi Joco fobvenire, ut potui, 
npnnullis conjefturis, quae mihi inter legendum ■ 
animo obverfajbantur. Pro lettione igitur Hudfoni- . 
ana xctreunitvotfecrSei », P. 2. legendum efle xvTaraiwrw 
jam effe&um efle opinor, (Remarks, p. 39,40.) 

• P. 4. 1. 15. To it r>)f ewtyoifwtus, vt eve txtyetfete 
j 3 cvXap.su. Sic in vulgatis : nec male. Varietas vero 
librorum Hen. et Lngd. Bat. %s m txtCxXXe-- 

jmu, alteram le&ionem fobindicat, quae fortafle ve- 
rior : ti;m mCcMtjMM. EvivHfM* j 3 ouX*jt*aci gloflema 
efle putem r*w -*»»C«xxo^«m. Initio hujus capitis dixit, 

OU TO TvyOl (TtCoXlT*. 

P.4. 1 . l6. IJeteros tvaJZurrstrw xa< xoAAirroo 
d/un ymrSou m txfatu. Primum defidero articuluitk 
ante <?’ *'/*«*> et legendum cenfeo x«xxi<rro» rw up* 
tfpMnr— h. e. tw tixxmn oturtf mx^tty/Ateue. Verten- 
dum vero 4' tifun, nr regnante, m mt i|»#ww ( 3 ttn- 
x*»{. Paulo foperius di&um, T* /*» «xx» poi rm 
turret rw ^etciXetxi v fxyfAeerm. 

P. 6. 1. 2. avx layer timxifuu re erfttrn tik fuo-iCn«f 
mfyjrrvrw us return xvayayui (Aty&es. Sententiam 
bene vidit Hudfonus nods : ad tandem turn prime 
fietatis exemplari magnitudinem y ut xora ante to t-jio- 
to» fobintelligeretur. Ex fententiae autem ct con- 
ftrudtioms vi legendum efle videtur, oux try** nnteur 
fteu rtf reform ms nn iCuas ufytrvxto tts r dvym euayen 
yeti (AtytSeS) hoc eft, rdvroe fttytSes rtf rnurtf — 
conftru&ione podfljma. Shnijiter us return aispme- 
tum eft a vp&vpip loco inferiore hujus capitis §. 6. 
Zvrtxxtxroxu yetf m Sfe&trpup row wifi too retoi ifyev, 
xxi tw ti/Atfete rtf (3etn\u ms BfX 1 *’ ** ‘H *&evt MfrotCjto, 
ftf return iX^eti' hoC eft, rwatxurrmut me n/*t(mi no 
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(StariKet nit *f «f rxvrov tXSttv r« wfo^wpa, &C. 

h, e. Contigeratut dies, quo rex aufpicatus eftimperium , 
/» xWm tempus accideret («r t«ut®» txS** <m %r.) cum 
fefto templi ahjoluti. 

P.6. 1. IO. ■Br«f«WopdM — OMroJourai tm 5*» tn» asuS'* 
*J» fruj^of Ttirh rtif ( 3 »< ri\etA{ tvor iCeta*. Extrema ver— 
tiint, bujufce regni pietatem. Male, ut mihi videtur. 
Conjungendum enim tiktJ* m? fWiXttof cum truyov, 
non CUm cvniC«i£i> puto : emV m trvyjH T*if Jit tdj pact* 

x«*f, pro eo quod potitus Jum hoc regno. Paulo ante 
dixit, ti r«Jn J^ m tyu *(X U > ® t#u ( 3 ouXwrw. 

P. 6. 1. ult. K«* itftutrw t«i> aft ■S'ftov j^iXieif iffarixaf 
*t»»nrajutvo{ croXa?. Cogitabam ifyanxac fcilicet iff«- 
vatt idoneas, quippe quibus induerentur facerdoteS 
inter laborandum. 

P.8. 1. 1. T«uf fj. tv JiJ«£«c cix&jofxovf, trtfout Ji rrtt- 
Tovaf &c. Conjecit r7r»T<x£»c vel xaratrrtKraf oixovopouf 
Montacutius : Jiara^a? Cotelerius. At oixowjuou? pa- 
rum convenire Jofepho, qui poltea dicit r«u Jt v««u 
Ji« T4» ttfitiw otxoJojui&n>TO{ monuit Hudfonus. Ut 
mutare vellent induxiffe videtur viros doftos parum 
pcrfpe&a vis verbi JtJagof, quod non fignificat “«** 
u docuiJfet artem archite&onicam,” hoc enim ab He- 
rode alienum proculdubio : fed cum docendum cura- 
viffet. De hac vi vocis J»J<*<rx« vide Hemfterhufium 
ad Ariftophanis Plutum, p.4. 

P.8.1. 4, &c. Credunt nonnulli * Jofephum ple- 
nius di&urum fuifle, quomodo per partes dcftruere- 
tur Templum et jedificarfetur, fi voluifiet Herodem 
Templum reverareadificaflfb. Rem profe&o ita bre- 
viter expediifle, an parum chnveniat nec ne artis 
hiftoricae rationi, alii decernant : illud vero con- 
ftat, aliter Jofepho vifum efle, ubi Zerubbabeli 
aedificationem defcriberet, quippe totum potius 
quam omnia memoranti, L. XI. c.4. §.2. E» x<* 
JfvTffu trft rnt fts 'UfoeoXv/jM xo&odou, run lovJatwv pwt 

* Vide Remarks, p. 30. 
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itvrsgtf WAfayikopfMM, cvyu^tro m t#u px$v xATA<rxfUfU 
Kai roue StptXuvs tyetfotpTts nj yov(*wp rov iturtg^v pxv off 
TOU JcurfgOV fTOUC fTTWXoJopOW, TSTgOiTT^AfAiVO* rw ffyw* 
fltviTUp n rovg fquarw frog ti3n ytyoPOTxg y xa* Incovv x«i 
TOV$ VOOVf CCUTOW XAl ,T0UC afiXfOVSj XAft ZttJpixXoy TOO 

attXfcy lovfx joy hmva^a&n *ou vutg autov. Kai o p 
*«©*, waoti ptfutrofAUw <T7rou&j t«v tw mpeXftAv iyxi^ 
j£tf£i<rpfvw> S’arrok n TD-foa'tJbxxw air tk *XaC« tiXoj, 

P. io. 1 . 11,12. De hoc loco jam di&um. (Re- 
marks, p. 40, ftp) 

P. IO. 1 . 12. ap$w 3 ' 1 wa* piy&Xou Ttijgouc. Hudfo- 
nus putat his verbis ellipfin effe prsepofitionis «r», 
ut fit *pf « J* *<ra* ctto p. t. Melius fortaffe le^endum 
Appw y iQHTTXtrav pryaXou thj^quc. 

P. 18. 1 . J. a£i(Z$riyviTOTXTvy twv vf* ijXom. Non ita 
caute voluit, ut opioor : fcilicet non ex numero 
aZiafTiyirroTXTuv, fed plane xZixpnyiflorxrop rwv vp 9 n\ w, 
ut fupra ex emendatione noftra xaxxmtI W rw ip ilpo*. 

P. 20. 1 . 1 9. tout up §tg ovtipx rm rg iw 0 (Bao-iXiuc 
H^nf zrxgi iXd'fv* ExixwXvro yAf oux «*» filld- 

£bni conjedhiras vide ad locum. At fimplicius, et 
fortaffe a vera leftione propius effe videatur legere, 
tout«» ovfi ag to rg itov 0 (3. H. ir. Horum vero tertium 
minimi intravit rex. 

Caeterum non abs re fore nec incommodum ere- 
didi V arias Leftiones hujus capitis undecimi libri 
quindecimi e Codice Regio Parifienfi (N®. 1420) 
petitas addere paucas ex plurimis, fed infigniores. 

P.6. 1 . 1 8. tfttCouXiK 

P. 8. L 12. | 3 oMnXCiou 

P. IO. 1 . 3. VMXiXlWl 

■ y »■■■ 1. |.I. uVi^CaXopaoc 

— — ■ r penult. «Xi Zxroig wtrgtug pro kata XiCa 

TAK 

P. i a. antepen. pA<r»xjxov 

P. 1 6 * 1 . 15 . *if tv fiixrtXti** 

P. ao. 
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P. 20. 1 . I) 2. 

L 6 . rw» *nirXHg« it x*r* r»n 
, -■> > ■ 1. 8. rttyw 

. —«-»■> 1. 12. rfirrqgM* vvX*t 

‘ Veteran ledtionem refert p. 2. 1. 4. xamnuu ow$&i . 
P.4'. L 2:1. ocftiX*. P. 16. L 7* avfupxrrov. Ubi vel 
mei vei typothetae incuria accidit ut textus referret 
vulgatam cvppoTpv, Latina vqro verfio fit Haver- 

- campi nftpmn. Nec tamen male erratum : imp me- 
Upr ledtio avfvrov quam e-vfiftwov, Zv^^i'ov eft quod 

- vocem vel Jorum congnuntm habet : wp? ulop quod for- 
■ mam vel Jmtram afieri rei congnuntm habet: (ad ra- 
-riorera enim, fed veram et primam vocis fig- 
oificationem pertinet.hoc cn.,fbrmam,/peciem ) quo- 
rum adeo hoc multo magis convenit figilli expref- 

• fioni quam illud. P. 20, 1. 19. vplgatam habet ™- 

tw n; evfii/X tup rata*. 
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